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S p o n s o r s h i p .  T h i s  r e p o r t  was p r e p a r e d  f o r  t h e  Washtenaw 
County ( ~ i c h i g a n )  Board o f  ~ o m r n i s s i o n e r s  unde r  a n  agreement  d a t e d  
November 4 ,  1970 be tween  t h e  Board and The U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Pl ichigan.  
T h i s  r e p o r t  fo rms  p a r t  o f  t h e  Highway S a f e t y  Resea rch  I n s t i -  
t u t e ' s  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  Washtenaw County A l c o h o l  S a f e t y  A c t i o n  Pro-  
gram '(ASAP). The Board i s  pr ime c o n t r a c t o r  t o  t h e  N a t i o n a l  High- 
way T r a f f i c  S a f e t y  ~ d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  Department  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  
u n d e r  C o n t r a c t  Number FH-11-7535 f o r  t h e  Washtenaw County ASAP. 
The program i s  a d m i n i s t e r e d  by t h e  Washtenaw County H e a l t h  Depar t -  
men t ,  O t t o  A.  E n g e l k e ,  I ID ,  P r i n c i p a l  I n v e s t i g a t o r ,  and  James 
Henderson ,  Program D i r e c t o r .  
C o n t r a c t s  and  g r a n t s  t o  The U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Michigan f o r  t h e  
s u p p o r t  o f  s p o n s o r e d  r e s e a r c h  by t h e  Highway S a f e t y  Resea rch  I n s t i -  
t u t e  a r e  a d m i n i s t e r e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  O f f i c e  o f  t h e  V i c e - P r e s i d e n t  f o r  
Resea rch .  
The o p i n i o n s ,  f i n d i n g s ,  and c o n c l u s i o n s  e x p r e s s e d  i n  t h i s  
p u b l i c a t i o n  a r e  t h o s e  o f  t h e  a u t h o r s  and n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h o s e  o f  
k?:, -3htenaw County.  
A s e l f - a d m i n i s t e r e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  was m a i l e d  t o  298  a t t o r -  
n e y s  i n  Washtenaw C o u n t y ,  2 0 0  o f  whom c o m p l e t e d  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  
f o r  a  r e s p o n s e  r a t e  o f  67%. F o r  t h e  p u r p o s e  o f  a n a l y s i s ,  d e f e n s e  
a t t o r n e y s  who had  h a n d l e d  t e n  o r  more d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  i n  t h e  
p r e v i o u s  two y e a r s  w e r e  d e s i g n a t e d  a s  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  (N=29),  
t h o s e  who h a d  h a n d l e d  o n e  t o  n i n e  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  were d e s i g -  
n a t e d  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  (N=49) ,  and  t h o s e  who had  h a n d l e d  no  
s u c h  c a s e s  became n o n - d e f e n d e r s  (N=101). P r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  
(N=21) w e r e  t r e a t e d  a s  a  s e p a r a t e  g r o u p .  
The d e f e n s e  o f  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  i n  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  t e n d e d  
t o  be c o n c e n t r a t e d  among a  few a t t o r n e y s .  F i v e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e -  
s p o n d e n t s  ( n o t  i n c l u d i n g  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s )  had  h a n d l e d  2 5  o r  
more d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  two y e a r s ,  a n d  o n e  a t t o r -  
n e y  r e p o r t e d  h a v i n g  d e f e n d e d  more  t h a n  1 0 0  s u c h  c a s e s  i n  t h e  two- 
y e a r  p e r i o d .  F r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  o f  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  t e n d e d  a l s o  
t o  s p e c i a l i z e  more  i n  c r i m i n a l  l a w  work and  t o  h a v e ' s p e n t  f e w e r  
t h a n  f i v e  y e a r s  i n  p r a c t i c e  i n  Washtenaw C o u n t y .  
A p p r o x i m a t e l y  o n e - t h i r d  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  e s t i m a t e d  c o r -  
r e c t l y  t h a t  a b o u t  50% o f  f a t a l  t r a f f i c  c r a s h e s  a r e  a l c o h o l -  
r e l a t e d ,  a n d  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  36% o f  t h e  s a m p l e  o v e r - e s t i m a t e d  
a l c o h o l - i n v o l v e m e n t  i n  f a t a l c r a s h e s .  B u t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  r e s p o n -  
d e n t s  u n d e r - e s t i m a t e d  t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  o f  p r o b l e m  d r i n k e r s  t o  t h e  
t o l l  o f  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  f a t a l  c r a s h e s .  
T h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  t e n d e d  t o  o v e r - e s t i m a t e  t h e  number o f  d r i n k s  
w h i c h  a  1 5 0  pound p e r s o n  c a n  consume i n  o n e  h o u r  and  s t i l l  be 
a b l e  t o  d r i v e  s a f e l y ,  a n d  t o  u n d e r - e s t i m a t e  t h e  number o f  d r i n k s  
h e  c a n  consume i n  o n e  h o u r  b e f o r e  r e a c h i n g  a - 1 0 %  BkC. Only  
a b o u t  h a l f  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  t h e  number o f  
" s a f e "  d r i n k s  was l e s s  t h a n  t h e  number o f  " l e g a l "  d r i n k s .  P r o s e -  
c u t o r s  a n d , j u d g e s  a l o n e  t e n d e d  t o  make more a c c u r a t e  a s s e s s m e n t s  
o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  a l c o h o l  c o n s u m p t i o n ,  BAC, a n d  a c c i -  
d e n t  r i s k .  
A m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  s a m p l e  (59':: f a v o r e d  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  
minimum p r e s u m p t i v e  l i m i t  for .  f i : : ! . f J  frclm .15% t o  . l o %  BAC. But  
o n l y  31% of  t h e  f r e q u e n t  defezi..' -,nl , A '  -oved t h e -  r e d u c t i o n  a n d  
c l o s e  t o  h a l f  (41%) o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  were  oppose'd t o  t h e  
u s e  o f  b r e a t h  t e s t i n g  u n d e r  t h e  i m p l i e d  c o n s e n t  l a w s .  The 
f u r t h e r  f i n d i n g  t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h a t  b r e a t h  
t e s t  e v i d e n c e  h a s  i n c r e a s e d  t h e  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c o n v i c t i o n  r a t e  is 
t h o u g h t  t o  be a  f a c t o r  i n  t h e  n e g a t i v e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  f r e q u e n t  de- 
f e n d e r s  t o w a r d  i m p l i e d  c o n s e n t  l a w s  and t h e  u s e  o f  b r e a t h  t e s t s .  
The r e s p o n d e n t s  w e r e  g e n e r a l l y  m o d e r a t e  i n  t h e i r  f e e l i n g s  
a b o u t  s t r i c k  e n f o r c e m e n t  of  and  p e n a l t i e s  f o r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g .  
P r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  t e n d e d  more o f t e n  t o  e n d o r s e  s t r o n g l y  s u c h  
m e a s u r e s  a s  g r e a t e r  p o l i c e  e n f o r c e m e n t  and  t h e  u s e  o f  v i d e o t a p e s  
a s  e v i d e n c e  i n  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s .  B u t  o n l y  25% o f  t h e  t o t a l  
s a m p l e  a g r e e d  s t r o n g l y  w i t h  any o f  t h e  m e a s u r e s  s u c h  a s  i n c r e a s e d  
p o l i c e  p a t r o l s  n e a r  b a r s  o r  p r i v a t e  p a r t i e s ,  t h e  i n c l u s i o n  o f  a l l  
a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  c o n v i c t i o n s  i n  a  d r i v e r ' s  r e c o r d s ,  a n d  t h e  
i s s u a n c e  o f  s p e c i a l  l i c e n s e  p l a t e s  t o  d r i v e r s  c o n v i c t e d  o f  a l c o h o l -  
r e l a t e d  t r a f f i c  o f f e n s e s .  
E s t i m a t e s  o f  t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  a l c o h o l i c  p o p u l a t i o n  i n  
Washtenaw County v a r i e d  f rom 1% t o  50%, w i t h  a  med ian  e s t i m a t e  o f  
7%. Whi le  more t h a n  t h r e e - f o u r t h s  (80%) o f  t h e  s a m p l e  g a v e  p e r -  
s o n s  w i t h  a  s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  p r o b l e m  no  more t h a n  a  50% c h a n c e  of  
r e c o v e r y ,  v a r i o u s  a l c o h o l i s m  t r e a t m e n t  c o u n t e r m e a s u r e s  w e r e  
t h o u g h t  t o  b e  w o r t h  e m p h a s i z i n g  i n  a n  expanded  a l c o h o l  s a f e t y  
p r o g r a m .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  70% o f  t h e  s a m p l e  f a v o r e d  t h e  u s e  o f  
A n t a b u s e  w i t h  c o n v i c t e d  d r u n k  d r i v e r s  a n d  e n d o r s e d  i ts  i n c l u s i o n  
a s  a  c o n d i t i o n  o f  p r o b a t i o n .  A f u l l  86% o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and 
j u d g e s  f e l t  t h a t  A n t a b u s e  was a  v a l u a b l e  a i d  i n  r e d u c i n g  t h e  
l i k e l i h o o d  o f  r e c i d i v i s m  among c o n v i c t e d  d r u n k  d r i v e r s .  
F a v o r a b l e  a t t i t u d e s  t o w a r d  government  i n t e r v e n t i o n  i n  t h e  
d r u n k  d r i v e r  p rob lem were  e x p r e s s e d ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  a  g e n e r a l  
o p t i m i s m  t o w a r d  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  a m e l i o r a t i n g  t h e  p r o b l e m .  The 
m a j o r i t y  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h a t  d r i v i n g  a  c a r  was n o t  a n  
i n a l i e n a b l e  r i g h t  a n d ,  f u r t h e r ,  t h a t  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t ' s  r o l e  a p p r o -  
p r i a t e l y  e x t e n d e d  beyond e n f o r c e m e n t  o f  d r u n k  d r i v e r  l a w s .  
The m a j o r i t y  of  d e f e n s e  a t t o r n e y s  (70%) w e r e  n o t  i n v o l v e d  i n  
d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  i n  w h i c h  a  g u i l t y  p l e a  was s u b m i t t e d  by t h e  
d e f e n d e n t  p r i o r  to t r i a l .  However, r e g a r d i n g  DUIL c a s e s  i n  which  
a  p l e a  t o  a  l e s s e r  o f f e n s e  was made,  50% o f  t h e  d e f e n s e  a t t o r n e y s  
e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  s u c h  c a s e s  r e p r e s e n t e d  more t h a n  t w o - t h i r d s  o f  
t h e i r  t o t a l  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d .  
C o u r t  t r i a l  DUIL c a s e s  i n  w h i c h  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  was c o n v i c t e d  
o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  c h a r g e  w e r e  h a n d l e d  by l e s s  t h a n  20% o f  t h e  
d e f e n s e  a t t o r n e y s  a n d  l e s s  t h a n  5% o f  t h e  a t t o r n e y s  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  
s u c h  c a s e s  r e p r e s e n t e d  more  t h a n  h a l f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e -  
l o a d .  S i m i l a r  f i n d i n g s  w e r e  made w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  c o u r t  t r i a l  DUIL 
c a s e s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a c o n v i c t i o n  o f  a  l e s s e r  o f f e n s e .  E x p e r i e n c e  
was e v e n  more  l i m i t e d  i n  c o u r t  t r i a l  DUIL c a s e s  i n  w h i c h  t h e  de-  
f e n d a n t  was a c q u i t t e d .  
More d e f e n s e  a t t o r n e y s  had  h a n d l e d  DUIL c a s e s  i n  j u r y  t r i a l s ,  
b u t  t h e  e s t i m a t e s  o f  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  s u c h  c a s e s  t o  t h e i r  t o t a l  
d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d  w e r e  l o w .  The m e d i a n  e s t i m a t e s  b y  f r e -  
q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  o f  DUIL j u r y  t r i a l  c a s e s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  c o n v i c t i o n  
o f  DUIL a n d  t h o s e  r e s u l t i n g  i n  c o n v i c t i o n  o f  a  l e s s e r  o f f e n s e  
w e r e  b o t h  3% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d .  F o u r  p e r c e n t  of  
t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  11% t o  24% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  
d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d  c o n s i s t e d  i n  DUIL j u r y  t r i a l  c a s e s  w h i c h  re- 
s u l t e d  i n  a n  a c q u i t t a l .  
The m a j o r i t y  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  Pelt t h a t  a  p e r s o n  a r r e s t e d  f o r  
d r u n k  d r i v i n g  s h o u l d  o b t a i n  l e g a l  s e r v i c e  a n d  t h a t  r e f u s i n g  t h e  
b r e a t h  t e s t  d e c r e a s e d  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  c o n v i c t i o n  o f  DUIL. 
They g e n e r a l l y  f e l t  t h a t  DUIL c h a r g e s  a r e  r e d u c e d  i n  t h e  r i g h t  
p r o p o r t i o n ,  and  t h a t  r e d u c t i o n s  w h i c h  a r e  o b t a i n e d  a r e  mos t  
o f t e n  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  e v i d e n t i a r y  p r o b l e m s  f o r  t h e  p r o s e c u t i o n  a n d  
t h e  s e v e r i t y  o f  m a n d a t o r y  p e n a l t i z s  f o r  a  DUIL c o n v i c t i o n .  
S u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  i m p r o v i n g  t h e  l e g a l  s y s t e m  a s  i t  r e l a t e s  t o  
d r u n k  d r i v i n g  mos t  o f t e n  i n v o l v e d  a  r e d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  s e v e r i t y  o f  
m a n d a t o r y  p e n a l t i e s ,  i . e . ,  a u t o m a t i c  s u s p e n s i o n  o f  d r i v e r s  
l i c e n s e  and  h i g h  f i n a n c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n s u r a n c e  r a t e s .  A l -  
t h o u g h  many p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  e x p r e s s e d  c o n c e r n  a b o u t  t h e  
s e v e r i t y  of  s u c h  p e n a l t i e s ,  many c t h e r s  f e l t  t h a t  e n f o r c e m e n t  and  
p u n i s h m e n t  o f  d r u n k  d r i v e r s  shou1:I b e  i n c r e a s e d  i n  s e v e r i t y .  
L E G A L  BACKGROUND AND E X P E R I E N C E  W I T H  DRUNK D R I V I N G  C A S E S  
A s e l f - a d m i n i s t e r e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  was m a i l e d  t o  t h e  298 
a t t o r n e y s  l i s t e d  a s  members o f  t h e  Washtenaw County B a r  
A s s o c i a t i o n .  A t o t a l  o f  200 a t t o r n e y s  had r e s p o n d e d  a t  t h e  end  
o f  t h e  t h i r d  f o l l o w - u p  m a i l i n g ,  f o r  a  r e s p o n s e  r a t e  o f  67%.  T h e s e  
r e s p o n d e n t s  c o n s i s t e d  o f  1 4 4  d e f e n s e  a t t o r n e y s ,  2 2  f a c u l t y  mem- 
b e r s  o f  The U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Mich igan  Law S c h o o l ,  f i v e  j u d g e s ,  1 6  
p r o s e c u t o r s  and c i t y  a t t o r n e y s ,  a n d  1 3  i n d i v i d u a l s  whose p o s i t i o n  
was n o t  a s c e r t a i n e d .  Of t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e ,  t h e s e  g r o u p s  c o m p r i s e  
r e s p e c t i v e l y  72%,  11%) 3%, 8%, and  7%. 
F o r t y  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e ,  o r  s l i g h t l y  o v e r  h a l f  of  
t h e  d e f e n s e  a t t o r n e y s ,  r e p o r t e d  h a v i n g  d e f e n d e d  a t  l e a s t  one  
d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e  w i t h i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  two y e a r s .  F i f t e e n  p e r -  
c e n t  had  d e f e n d e d  t e n  o r  more c a s e s  d u r i n g  t h i s  t i m e  p e r i o d ,  a n d  
5% had d e f e n d e d  25 o r  more c a s e s .  One a t t o r n e y  r e p o r t e d  d e f e n d -  
i n g  o v e r  1 0 0  c a s e s  d u r i n g  t h e  two y e a r  p e r i o d . *  
A t t o r n e y s  who had d e f e n d e d  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  w e r e  a l s o  more 
l i k e l y  t o  have  d e c l i n e d  t o  d e f e n d  s u c h  c a s e s  t h a n  a t t o r n e y s  who 
had  n o t  d e f e n d e d  any d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  i n  t h e  p a s t  two y e a r s .  
Twenty p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  a n d  28% o f  t h e  i n f r e -  
q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  d e c l i n e d  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  compared w i t h  o n l y  
12% o f  t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s .  The r e a s o n  mos t  f r e q u e n t l y  g i v e n  b y  
n o n - d e f e n d e r s  f o r  d e c l i n i n g  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  was t h a t  t h e i r  
l e g a l  work was u n r e l a t e d  t o  D U I L  c a s e s  o r  t h a t  t h e y  l a c k e d  t h e  
knowledge  a n d  e x p e r i e n c e  t h e y  f e l t  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  d e f e n s e  o f  
t h o s e  c a s e s .  D e f e n d e r s  a l s o  c i t e d  u n r e l a t e d  l e g a l  work a s  a  
r e a s o n ,  b u t  j u s t  a s  f r e q u e n t l y  r e s p o n d e d  t h a t  t h e y  f e l t  t h a t  t h e y  
c o u l d  n o t  o b t a i n  a n  a c q u i t t a l  f o r  t h e  c a s e s  t h e y  d e c l i n e d .  Four  
p e r c e n t  of  t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  and  3% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  de-  
f e n d e r s  s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  d e c l i n e d  c a s e s  b e c a u s e  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  c o u l d  
n o t  a f f o r d  t h e  l e g a l  f e e .  
*Throughou t  t h e  r e p o r t ,  a t t o r n e y s  who d e f e n d e d  1 0  o r  more d r u n k  
d r i v i n g  c a s e s  a r e - r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ,  a t t o r n e y s  
who d e f e n d e d  one  t o  n i n e  c a s e s  a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  i n f r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s ,  and t h o s e  who d e f e n d e d  no c a s e s  a r e  c a l l e d  non- -
d e f e n d e r s .  P r o s e c u t o r s  and j u d g e s  a r e  t r e a t e d  a s  a  f o u r t h  d i s -  
t i n c t  s ~ % ~ p r o u ~ .  
7 The p e r c e n t  of a  r e s p o n d e n t ' s  l e g a l  p r a c t i c e  which is s p e n t  
i n  c r i m i n a l  law is s t r o n g l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  number of drunk d r i v -  
i n g  c a s e s  he h a s  hand led  i n  t h e  p a s t  two y e a r s .  Seven ty - fou r  
p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  non-de fende r s  had had no work i n  c r i m i n a l  law i n  
t h e  p a s t  two y e a r s  and  even  a t  t h e  9 0 t h  p e r c e n t i l e ,  non-defenders  
had s p e n t  o n l y  5% o f  t h e i r  l e g a l  a c t i v i t y  i n  c r i m i n a l  law. I n  
c o n t r a s t ,  45% of  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  had s p e n t  21-50% of  t h e i r  
t i m e  i n  c r i m i n a l  law.  Even i n  t h e  c a s e  of f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ,  
however ,  o n l y  3% a t t r i b u t e d  more t h a n  h a l f  o f  t h e i r  work t o  
c r i m i n a l  l aw ,  compared w i t h  53% of  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and j u d g e s  
who s a i d  t h a t  50% o r  more of  t h e i r  work was i n  t h e  a r e a  of 
c r i m i n a l  l aw.  
I n  terms o f  t h e  number of y e a r s  s p e n t  i n  l e g a l  work i n  
Washtenaw County,  16% o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s ,  w i t h  20 y e a r s  o r  more,  
c a n  be  s a i d  t o  b e  e x t r e m e l y  e x p e r i e n c e d .  Y e t ,  of t h o s e  a t t o r n e y s  
who f r e q u e n t l y  de fend  drunk  d r i v i n g  c a s e s ,  o n l y  10% have had 20 
o r  more y e a r s  e x p e r i e n c e .  Conve r se ly ,  45% o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  
have  had f ewer  t h a n  f i v e  y e a r s  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  t h e  County,  and y e t  
55% o f  t h e  a t t o r n e y s  who f r e q u e n t l y  de fend  drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s  
come from t h i s  l e s s  e x p e r i e n c e d  g roup .  Thus t h e r e  seems t o  be  
a  s m a l l  t r e n d  f o r  drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s  t o  b e  hand led  by l e s s  
e x p e r i e n c e d  a t t o r n e y s ,  b u t  c l e a r l y  some q u i t e  e x p e r i e n c e d  a t t o r -  
n e y s  do  a t  l e a s t  o c c a s i o n a l l y  h a n d l e  s u c h  c a s e s .  
ALCOHOL AND ACCIDENTS 
Approximate ly  o n e - t h i r d  (34%) of  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  e s t i m a t e d  
c o r r e c t l y  t h a t  abou t  50% o f  f a t a l  t r a f f i c  c r a s h e s  a r e  a l c o h o l -  
r e l a t e d .  There  was a  s l i g h t  t endency  t o  o v e r - e s t i m a t e ,  r a t h e r  
t h a n  t o  u n d e r - e s t i m a t e  a l c o h o l - i n v o l v e m e n t ;  36% made e s t i m a t e s  
above 50% whereas  24% t h o u g h t  t h a t  fewer  t h a n  50% of  f a t a l  
c r a s h e s  a r e  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d .  I n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  were most 
l i k e l y  t o  u n d e r - e s t i m a t e ,  and p r o s e c u t o r s  and j u d g e s  were most 
l i k e l y  t o  o v e r - e s t i m a t e  a l c o h o l - i n v o l v e m e n t .  However t h e  d i f -  
f e r e n c e s  among subgroups  were n o t  g r e a t  enough t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t .  
The m a j o r i t y  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  u n d e r - e s t i m a t e d  t h e  c o n t r i -  
b u t i o n  of  problem d r i n k e r s  t o  t h e  t o l l  of  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  f a t a l  
c r a s h e s .  The U.S. Depar tmen t  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  h a s  r e l e a s e d  
s t a t i s t i c a l  r e p o r t s  w h i c h  s t a t e  t h a t  r o u g h l y  t w o - t h i r d s  o f  t h o s e  
c r a s h e s  i n v o l v e  p r o b l e m  d r i n k e r s ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  s o c i a l  d r i n k e r s .  
A l l  b u t  18% o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s ,  however ,  made e s t i m a t e s  be low t h e  
66% f i g u r e .  The median  e s t i m a t e  f o r  e a c h  s u b g r o u p  was 50%. The 
p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  were  l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  make v e r y  low e s t i -  
m a t e s  (be low 3 4 % ) ,  i n d i c a t i n g  a  g r e a t e r  a w a r e n e s s  on t h e i r  p a r t  
o f  t h e  s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  p r o b l e m s  o f  many d r i v e r s  i n v o l v e d  i n  
a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  f a t a l  c r a s h e s .  
When a s k e d  t o  e s t i m a t e  how many d r i n k s  a  1 5 0  pound man c o u l d  
d r i n k  i n  a n  h o u r  w i t h o u t  becoming t o o  d r u n k  t o  d r i v e  s a f e l y ,  53% 
o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  made e s t i m a t e s  of  more t h a n  two d r i n k s .  Assum- 
i n g  a  s t a n d a r d  d r i n k  o f  1 t o  14 02.  s h o t  o f  l i q u o r ,  4-5 o z .  w i n e ,  
o r  1 2  o z .  b e e r ,  a  1 5 0  pound man w o u l d ,  i n  f a c t ,  r e a c h  a  BAC o f  
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  .04% upon consuming two d r i n k s  i n  a n  h o u r  w i t h o u t  
r e c e n t  f o o d  i n t a k e .  S i n c e  a  BAC above  .04% h a s  b e e n  shown t o  
i n c r e a s e  t h e  r i s k  o f  a c c i d e n t  by a  f a c t o r  o f  a t  l e a s t  t w o ,  a  
s i g n i f i c a n t  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  o v e r - e s t i m a t e d  t h e  
b o u n d a r y  o f  s a f e t y  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  a l c o h o l  c o n s u m p t i o n  p r i o r  t o  
d r i v i n g .  The s u b g r o u p  s t a t i s t i c s  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  n o n - d e f e n d e r s  
were most l i k e l y  (51%) t o  make e s t i m a t e s  o f  f rom o n e  t o  two d r i n k s ,  
a n d  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  were  most  l i k e l y  (63%) t o  make e s t i -  
m a t e s  h i g h e r  t h a n  two d r i n k s .  Ten p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  
f e l t  t h a t  a f t e r  f i v e  o r  more  d r i n k s  (up  t o  e i g h t  d r i n k s )  a  d r i v e r  
would  s t i l l  b e  s a f e  o p e r a t i n g  h i s  c a r .  Only  4% o f  t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s  a n d  5% o f  t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s ,  however ,  made s u c h  h i g h  
e s t i m a t e s ,  w h e r e a s  22% o f  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  and  21% o f  t h e  
p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  w e r e  f o u n d  i n  t h e  f i v e  d r i n k s  and  h i g h e r  
c a t e g o r i e s .  
A t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  s u r v e y ,  a  . l o %  BAC was t h e  minimum p r e -  
s u m p t i v e  l i m i t  f o r  i m p a i r e d  d r i v i n g  i n  t h e  S t a t e  o f  M i c h i g a n .  
The m a j o r i t y  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  u n d e r - e s t i m a t e d  t h e  number o f  d r i n k s  
a  150  pound man c o u l d  consume i n  o n e  h o u r  b e f o r e  r e a c h i n g  a  . l o %  
BAC. Assuming t h e  s t a n d a r d  amounts  o f  a l c o h o l  c i t e d  above  f o r  
e a c h  d r i n k ,  f o u r  t o  f i v e  d r i n k s  consumed i n  a n  h o u r  would  r e s u l t  
i n  a  - 1 0 %  BAC. However, 69% o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  made e s t i m a t e s  
o f  f e w e r  t h a n  f o u r  d r i n k s .  L e s s  t h a n  o n e - t h i r d  (29%) o f  t h e  
t o t a l  s a m p l e  made c o r r e c t  e s t i m a t e s  o f  f o u r  t o  f i v e  d r i n k s ,  and  
9% made h i g h  e s t i m a t e s  o f  s i x  t o  t e n  d r i n k s .  P r o s e c u t o r s  and  
j u d g e s  w e r e  t h e  o n l y  s u b g r o u p  t o  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f rom t h e  
t o t a l  s a m p l e  s t a t i s t i c s :  68% o f  t h a t  g r o u p  c o r r e c t l y  e s t i m a t e d  
t h a t  f o u r  t o  f i v e  d r i n k s  would  r e s u l t  i n  a  . l o %  BAC. 
Only  a b o u t  h a l f  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  (49%) f e l t  ( c o r r e c t l y )  
t h a t  t h e  number o f  " s a f e "  d r i n k s  was l e s s  t h a n  t h e  number of 
" l e g a l "  d r i n k s .  T h i r t y - o n e  p e r c e n t  f e l t  t h a t  " s a f e "  and  " l e g a l "  
amounts  o f  a l c o h o l  w e r e  e q u i v a l e n t ,  and  16% e s t i m a t e d  t h e  number 
o f  s a f e  d r i n k s  a s  g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h e  number o f  l e g a l  d r i n k s .  A g a i n ,  
p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  d i f f e r e d  n o t i c e a b l y  f rom t h e  s a m p l e  
a v e r a g e s :  68% o f  t h a t  g r o u p  r e a l i z e d  t h a t  f e w e r  d r i n k s  w e r e  s a f e  
t h a n  w e r e  l e g a l  and o n l y  16% f e l t  t h a t  t h e  two  w e r e  e q u i v a l e n t .  
The e s t i m a t e s  made f o r  t h e  number o f  d r i n k s  consumed i n  o n e  
h o u r  which  would  r e s u l t  i n  a  . 1 5 %  BAC f o l l o w e d  t h e  p a t t e r n  o f  
r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  p r e v i o u s  q u e s t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  . l o %  d r i n k s .  Wi th  
t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o f  p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s ,  68% o f  whom made e s t i -  
m a t e s  o f  s i x  o r  more  d r i n k s ,  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  t e n d e d  t o  u n d e r -  
e s t i m a t e  t h e  number of  d r i n k s  n e e d e d  t o  r e a c h  a  . 1 5 %  BAC. 
The median  e s t i m a t e s  of  t h e  i n c r e a s e d  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  h a v i n g  
a n  a c c i d e n t  a f t e r  consuming  t h r e e ,  s i x ,  a n d  n i n e  d r i n k s  r e s p e c -  
t i v e l y  were  f a c t o r s  of  t w o ,  s i x ,  a n d  1 5 .  I n  most  c a s e s  t h e  e s t i -  
m a t e s  were low s i n c e  s t u d i e s  h a v e  shown t h a t - a v e r a g e  d r i v e r s  a r e  
t w o ,  t e n ,  and  2 5  t i m e s  more  l i k e l y  t o  h a v e  a n  a c c i d e n t  a f t e r  con-  
suming  t h e  a b o v e  numbers  o f  d r i n k s .  T h i r t y - s i x  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  
r e s p o n d e n t s  e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  a  d r i v e r  would  b e  a b o u t  t w i c e  a s  
l i k e l y  t o  h a v e  a n  a c c i d e n t  f o l l o w i n g  t h r e e  d r i n k s ,  14% s a i d  t h e r e  
would  b e  l i t t l e  o r  no  i n c r e a s e d  r i s k ,  and  46% e s t i m a t e d  a  h i g h e r  
r i s k .  Only  14% of  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  e s t i m a t e d  a n  i n c r e a s e d  r i s k  o f  
10-25 t i m e s  f o l l o w i n g  s i x  d r i n k s ,  a n d  a  b a r e  13% r e a l i z e d  t h a t  
c o n s u m p t i o n  o f  n i n e  d r i n k s  i n  o n e  h o u r  r e s u l t s  i n  a n  i n c r e a s e d  
r i s k  of a t  l e a s t  25 t i m e s .  
ATTITUDES TOWARD IMPLIED CONSENT LAWS AND BREATH TESTS 
A t t i t u d e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  o f  t h e  p r e s u m p t i v e  m i n i -  
mum BAC f o r  D U I L  f rom .15% t o  . l o %  v a r i e d  r a t h e r  e v e n l y  w i t h i n  
t h e  r a n g e  o f  " s t r o n g l y  a p p r o v e "  t o  " s t r o n g l y  d i s a p p r o v e " .  A l -  
t h o u g h  59% o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  w e r e  a t  l e a s t  somewhat f a v o r a b l e  
t o  t h e  c h a n g e ,  35% d i s a p p r o v e d  and  6% g a v e  no o p i n i o n .  F r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s  w e r e  much l ess  l i k e l y  t h a n  n o n - d e f e n d e r s  t o  a p p r o v e  
t h e  r e d u c t i o n  (31% v s .  7 1 % ) .  As r e a s o n s  b e h i n d  t h e i r  f e e l i n g s  
o n  t h i s  q u e s t i o n ,  a p p r o v i n g  r e s p o n d e n t s  t e n d e d  t o  c i t e  
s t a t i s t i c a l  s t u d i e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  c r a s h  r i s k  a t  .15% BAC, where-  
a s  s k e p t i c i s m  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  c r a s h  r i s k  a t  t h a t  l e v e l  was mos t  
o f t e n  c i t e d  by r e s p o n d e n t s  who d i s a p p r o v e d  t h e  r e d u c t i o n .  I n  
t h e  l a t t e r  i n s t a n c e ,  many r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  d i f -  
f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  o p e r a t e  a  c a r  s a f e l y  a t  .15% BAC 
m i l i t a t e d  a g a i n s t  r e s t r i c t i n g  l e g a l  d r i v i n g  t o  - 1 0 %  BAC. 
When a s k e d  i n  which  s i t u a t i o n s  t h e y  would  a p p r o v e  o f  t h e  
u s e  o f  m a n d a t o r y  p e n a l t i e s  f o r  r e f u s i n g  t o  t a k e  t h e  b r e a t h  t e s t s ,  
s e v e n  o u t  o f  t e n  r e s p o n d e n t s  s u p p o r t e d  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  
i m p l i e d  c o n s e n t  p r i n c i p l e  "when a d r i v e r  is a r r e s t e d  f o r  d r u n k  
d r i v i n g " .  S i x  o u t  o f  t e n  f e l t  t h i s  l aw s h o u l d  b e  c a l l e d  i n t o  
e f f e c t  any t i rne  a  p e r s o n  who a p p e a r s  t o  b e  d r i n k i n g  is i n v o l v e d  
i n  a c r a s h .  T h r e e  o u t  o f  t e n  f e l t  i t  s h o u l d  a p p l y  a n y t i m e  a n  
a p p a r e n t l y  d l u n k  d r i v e r  is s e e n  g e t t i n g  i n t o  a  d r i v e r ' s  s e a t ,  
and  t h r e e  o u t  of e v e r y  t w e n t y  f e l t  i t  s h o u l d  a p p l y  t o  random 
r o a d s i d e  b r e a t h t e s t i n g  b y  p o l i c e .  S i x t e e n  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  
s a m p l e  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  i m p l i e d  c o n s e n t  l aw s h o u l d  b e  i n v o k e d  i n  
none  of  t h e  s b o v e  s i t u a t i o n s ,  b u t  41% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  -
were opposed  t o  any o f  t h e s e  u s e s  o f  b r e a t h t e s t i n g  u n d e r  t h e  
i m p l i e d  c o n s e n t  l a w s ,  C l e a r l y  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  segment  o f  t h o s e  
d e f e n s e  a t t o r n e y s  who have  t h e  mos t  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  h a n d l i n g  d r u n k  
d r i v i n g  c a s e s  a r e  i n  d i s a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e i r  
l e g a l  b r e t h e m  i n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  r e q u i r e d  
b r e a t h t e s t i n g  w i t h i n  t h e  i m p l i e d  c o n s e n t  f r amework .  
The s a m p l e  s p l i t  a l m o s t  e v e n l y  o v e r  t h e  i s s u e  o f  u s i n g  p r e -  
a r r e s t  b r e a t h  t e s t s  o f  s u s p e c t e d  d r u n k  d r i v e r s .  Even w i t h  t h e  
s t a t e d  q u a l j . . f i c a t i o r ,  t h a t  s u c h  a  m e a s u r e  would  h a v e  t o  b e  made 
l e g a l l y  pe l - :~ ! : l s s ib le ,  46% of t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h a t  l i t t l e  o r  
no  crny!iasirr c.lhould i..? p l a c e d  on i ts  u s e  i n  a n  expanded  a l c o h o l  
- .  ~ a f r ? ; ~  prc:. ;a. . . iis q u e s t i o n  t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  (38%) 
a s  well a s  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  (43%) t e n d e d  t o  b e  l e s s  approv-  
i n g  t h a n  t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s  (62%) and t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and j u d g e s  
(67%).  
I n s o f a r  a s  b r e a t h  t e s t  e v i d e n c e  a f f e c t s  a  d runk  d r i v i n g  
c a s e ,  more t h a n  t h r e e - f o u r t h s  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  (76%) a g r e e d  
t h a t  t h e  e v i d e n c e  h a s  s e r v e d  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  number o f  con- 
v i c t i o n s  o b t a i n e d  i n  s u c h  c a s e s .  T h i s  s e n s e  o f  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  
o f  b r e a t h  t e s t  e v i d e n c e  i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  outcome o f  a  d runk  
d r i v i n g  c a s e  may g o  f a r  t o w a r d  e x p l a i n i n g  t h e  n e g a t i v e  f e e l i n g s  
o f  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  u s e  o f  b r e a t h  t e s t s  and t h e  
a d v i s a b i l i t y  o f  t a k i n g  t h e  t e s t  when a r r e s t e d  f o r  d runk  d r i v i n g .  
STRICT ENFORCEhlENT AND PUN1 SHIENT 
I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  were  m o d e r a t e  i n  t h e i r  e n d o r s e -  
ment o f  s t r i c k  enforcement/punishment-oriented c o u n t e r m e a s u r e s .  
Wi th  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  u s e  o f  random r o a d  c h e c k s ,  f e w e r  t h a n  h a l f  t h e  
r e s p o n d e n t s  (39%) f e l t  t h a t  some o r  a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  e m p h a s i s  
s h o u l d  b e  p l a c e d  i n  t h a t  a r e a ,  a l t h o u g h  i n  t h e  c a s e  of  p r o s e c u t o r s  
a n d  j u d g e s ,  71% f e l t  t h a t  t h e  m e a s u r e  s h o u l d  b e  emphas ized  a t  
l e a s t  somewhat .  D e f e n d e r s  o f  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  a r r e s t e e s  were  p a r -  
t i c u l a r l y  e m p h a t i c  i n  t h e i r  d i s a p p r o v a l :  56% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  de- 
f e n d e r s ,  and  51% o f  t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  f e l t  t h a t  no  
e m p h a s i s  a t  a l l  s h o u l d  b e  e x t e n d e d  t o  random r o a d  c h e c k s .  P r e -  
a r r e s t  b r e a t h  t e s t s ,  a s  m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e ,  were  a l s o  more c o o l l y  
r e c e i v e d  i n  t h a t  o n l y  26% o f  t h e  s a m p l e  would  p l a c e  a  g r e a t  d e a l  
o f  e m p h a s i s  on t h e  m e a s u r e  and  o n l y  an  a d d i t i o n a l  27% would 
s u p p o r t  some e m p h a s i s .  
More t h a n  h a l f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h a t  g r e a t e r  p o l i c e  
e n f o r c e m e n t ,  more s e v e r e  p e n a l t i e s  f o r  c o n v i c t e d  d r u n k  d r i v e r s ,  
a n d  v i d e o t a p i n g  o f  a c c u s e d  d r u n k  d r i v e r s  a s  p a r t  o f  s o b r i e t y  
t e s t i n g  p r o c e d u r e s  s h o u l d  r e c e i v e  a t  l e a s t  some e m p h a s i s  i n  a n  
expanded  a l c o h o l  s a f e t y  p rogram.  Al though  i n  no  c a s e  d i d  a  
m a j o r i t y  of  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  f e e l  t h a t  a  m e a s u r e  s h o u l d  r e c e i v e  
a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  e m p h a s i s ,  t h e r e  were  two s u c h  i n s t a n c e s  w i t h i n  
t h e  s u b g r o u p  breakdown:  50% o f  t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s  f e l t  t h a t  a  
g r e a t  d e a l  of  e m p h a s i s  s h o u l d  be p l a c e d  on g r e a t e r  p o l i c e  e n f o r c e -  
m e n t ,  a n d  76% o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  e n d o r s e d  s t r o n g l y  t h e  
u s e  o f  v i d e o t a p e s .  
A t t i t u d e s  t o w a r d  s e l e c t e d  e n f o r c e m e n t / p u n i s h m e n t  s t a t e m e n t s  
( " s c o r e d "  011 a  4 - p o i n t  a g r e e - d i s a g r e e  s c a l e )  w e r e  e v e n  more 
t e m p e r e d .  A l t h o u g h  62% o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  a g r e e d  a t  l e a s t  some- 
w h a t  t h a t  p o l i c e  s h o u l d  p a t r o l  more  a r o u n d  b a r s ,  o n l y  33% of  t h e  
r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h a t  p o l i c e  s h o u l d  p a t r o l  n e a r  p r i v a t e  p a r t i e s .  
F i f t y - s i x  p e r c e n t  d i s a g r e e d  t h a t  a l l  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  c o n v i c t i o n s  
s h o u l d  b e  e n t e r e d  on a  d r i v e r ' s  r e c o r d ,  a n d  a  f u l l  85% w e r e  
o p p o s e d  t o  t h e  i d e a  o f  i s s u i n g  s p e c i a l  l i c e n s e  p l a t e s  t o  d r i v e r s  
c o n v i c t e d  o f  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  t r a f f i c  o f f e n s e s .  A t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  
l a t t e r  q u e s t i o n  w e r e  comments s u c h  a s  "how a b o u t  a rmbands  f o r  t h e  
r i c h  a s  w e l l ? " ,  
Only  25% o f  t h e  s a m p l e  s t r o n g l y  a g r e e d  w i t h  a n y  o f  t h e  f o u r  
a b o v e  i t e m s  a n d  o n l y  1 2 %  f e l t  s t r o n g l y  a b o u t  more t h a n  o n e  o f  t h e  
i tems. A c o m p a r i s o n  o f  t h e  f o u r  s u b g r o u p s  shows t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s  a s  l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  a g r e e  s t r o n g l y  w i t h  a n y  o f  t h e  
s t a t e m e n t s  (8%), w h i l e  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  w e r e  t h e  mos t  l i k e l y  
t o  a g r e e  s t r o n g l y  w i t h  one  o r  more  o f  t h e s e  s t a t e m e n t s  (38%).  
ALCOHOL1 SM AND TREATMENT COUNTERhlEASURES 
The p e r c e n t  o f  Washtenaw County  a d u l t s  who h a v e  a  s e r i o u s  
d r i n k i n g  p r o b l e m  was e s t i m a t e d  by 8 6 %  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  a s  b e i n g  
b e t w e e n  1% and  20%. The m e d i a n  e s t i m a t e  was 7%. F r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s  w e r e  more  l i k e l y  t o  make h i g h e r  e s t i m a t e s  o f  t h e  
a l c o h o l i c  p o p u l a t i o n  t h a n  w e r e  t h e  o t h e r  s u b g r o u p s .  Whereas  o n l y  
5% o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  a n d  none  o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  
made e s t i m a t e s  i n  e x c e s s  o f  20%, 13% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  
made e s t i m a t e s  o f  f rom 21% t o  50%. 
The r e s p o n d e n t s  were n o t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s a n g u i n e  w i t h  r e s p e c t  
t o  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  a  p r o b l e m  d r i n k e r  s u c c e s s f u l l y  o v e r c o m i n g  a  
s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  p r o b l e m .  N e a r l y  h a l f  o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  (48%) 
f e l t  t h a t  s u c h  p e r s o n s  c o u l d  overcome t h e i r  p r o b l e m s  o n l y  
f o c c a s i o n a l l y ,  and a n  a d d i t i o n a l  32% f e l t  t h a t  t h e r e  was o n l y  
a b o u t  a  50% c h a n c e  o f  s u c c e s s .  F r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ,  who a l s o  had  
made h i g h e r  t h a n  a v e r a g e  e s t i m a t e s  o f  t h e  a l c o h o l i c  p o p u l a t i o n ,  
were more o p t i m i s t i c  a b o u t  t h e  i n c i d e n c e  o f  r e c o v e r y  f rom a  d r i n k -  
i n g  p r o b l e m .  More t h a n  o n e  i n  f i v e  (22%) o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  de-  
f e n d e r s  f e l t  t h a t  d r i n k i n g  p r o b l e m s  c o u l d  b e  overcome most  o f  t h e  
t ime,  compared w i t h  o n l y  11% o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  who f e l t  t h a t  
way. T h e r e  w e r e  no  r e s p o n d e n t s ,  however ,  who t h o u g h t  t h a t  r e -  
c o v e r y  was l i k e l y  i n  a l m o s t  a l l  c a s e s .  
D e s p i t e  t h e  g e n e r a l l y  low e s t i m a t e s  o f  r e c o v e r y  p o s s i b i l i -  
t i e s ,  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  g a v e  s e v e r a l  i n d i c a t i o n s  o f  s u p p o r t  f o r  
t r e a t m e n t  c o u n t e r m e a s u r e s .  N e a r l y  t h r e e - f o u r t h s  o f  t h e  t o t a l  
s a m p l e  (70%) t h o u g h t  t h a t  t h e  u s e  o f  A n t a b u s e  w i t h  c o n v i c t e d  
d r u n k  d r i v e r s  s h o u l d  r e c e i v e  a t  l e a s t  some e m p h a s i s  i n  a n  a l c o h o l  
s a f e t y  p r o g r a m ,  and  more t h a n  h a l f  (52%) o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and  
j u d g e s  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  Antabuse  c o u n t e r m e a s u r e  s h o u l d  b e  g i v e n  a  
g r e a t  d e a l  o f  e m p h a s i s .  S t i l l ,  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  p r o p o r t i o n  (18%) 
o f  t h e  s a m p l e  f e l t  t h a t  no  e m p h a s i s  a t  a l l  s h o u l d  b e  p l a c e d  on 
t h e  u s e  o f  A n t a b u s e .  
On a  s i m i l a r  q u e s t i o n ,  70% a g a i n  f e l t  t h a t  it was a p p r o -  
p r i a t e  f o r  a  j u d g e  t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  u s e  o f  A n t a b u s e  a s  a  c o n d i t i o n  
o f  p r o b a t i o n  f o r  c o n v i c t e d  d r u n k  d r i v e r s  who a r e  p r o b l e m  d r i n k e r s .  
Non-defenders  were  more i n c l i n e d  t h a n  t h e  o t h e r  g r o u p s  t o  d i s -  
a p p r o v e  t h e  m e a s u r e  and  most  f r e q u e n t l y  g a v e  a s  a  r e a s o n  f o r  
t h e i r  o b j e c t i o n  t h e  i n v a s i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  r i g h t s  which  t h e y  
a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  u s e  o f  A n t a b u s e  a s  a  c o n d i t i o n  o f  p r o b a t i o n .  
The most  common r e a s o n s  g i v e n  i n  s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  u s e  o f  A n t a b u s e  
a s  a  c o u n t e r m e a s u r e  w e r e  a c t u a l l y  h a v i n g  w i t n e s s e d  i ts  b e n e f i c i a l  
e f f e c t s  w i t h  t h e i r  c l i e n t s  o r  h a v i n g  h e a r d  a b o u t  i ts  r e s u l t s  i n  
c a s e s  h a n d l e d  by t h e i r  c o l l e a g u e s .  
Whi le  more t h a n . h a l f  (60%) o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  
u s e  of  A n t a b u s e  d u r i n g  t h e  p r o b a t i o n  o f  a  c o n v i c t e d  d r u n k  d r i v e r  
had  a t  l e a s t  some v a l u e  i n  r e d u c i n g  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  r e c i d i v i s m ,  
n o n - d e f e n d e r s  w e r e  t h e  l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  r e p o r t  a  p o s i t i v e  a t t i -  
t u d e  on t h e  i s s u e .  The d i f f e r e n c e  i n  o p i n i o n  was most  s t r i k i n g  
be tween  t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s  a n d  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s ;  a  f u l l  
86% o f  t h e  l a t t e r  g r o u p  f e l t  t h a t  A n t a b u s e  had a t  l e a s t  some 
v a l u e ,  b u t  o n l y  45% o f  t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s  a t t r i b u t e d  any v a l u e  t o  
t h e  d r u g .  S i n c e  n e a r l y  one  i n  t h r e e  (31%) o f  t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s  
o f f e r e d  "no o p i n i o n "  on t h e  v a l u e  o f  A n t a b u s e ,  compared w i t h  o n l y  
5% of t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s ,  i t  may b e  t h a t  l a c k  o f  
e x p e r i e n c e  w i t h  t h e  c o u n t e r m e a s u r e  h a s  i n f l u e n c e d  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  o f  
t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s ,  and t h a t  t h e y  m i g h t  c h a n g e  t h e i r  v iews  upon 
e n c o u n t e r i n g  i ts  u s e  i n  t h e  a l c o h o l  s a f e t y  a c t i o n  p r o g r a m .  
A s  a  w h o l e ,  a n d  a s  s u b g r o u p s ,  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  a f f i r m e d  t h e i r  
own r o l e  a s  p o t e n t i a l  p r o m o t e r s  o f  t h e  u s e  o f  A n t a b u s e  f o r  con- 
v i c t e d  d r u n k  d r i v e r s .  E i g h t y - s e v e n  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e ,  
a n d  s i m i l a r  p r o p o r t i o n s  o f  e a c h  s u b g r o u p ,  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  would 
p r o b a b l y  e n c o u r a g e  a  c l i e n t  t o  a c c e p t  A n t a b u s e  a s  a  c o n d i t i o n  o f  
p r o b a t i o n  i f  t h e  c o u r t  f e l t  An tabuse  would a i d  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  i n  
o v e r c o m i n g  h i s  d r i n k i n g  p r o b l e m .  
I n  a  s i m i l a r  v e i n ,  71% of  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h a t  improved 
t r e a t m e n t  s e r v i c e s  s h o u l d  r e c e i v e  a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  e m p h a s i s  from 
a n  a l c o h o l  s a f e t y  p r o g r a m .  E i g h t y - o n e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  sam- 
p l e  a g r e e d  t h a t  d r i v e r s  c o n v i c t e d  o f  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  and  f o u n d  t o  
h a v e  a  s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  p r o b l e m  s h o u l d  b e  r e q u i r e d  t o  o b t a i n  
m e d i c a l  t r e a t m e n t .  On b o t h  t h e  above  m e a s u r e s ,  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
s u b g r o u p s  w e r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  
The r e s p o n d e n t s  i n d i c a t e d  a  c l e a r  t e n d e n c y  t o  a g r e e  t h a t  
p e r s o n s  c o n v i c t e d  of  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  would  b e  b e t t e r  s e r v e d  by 
c o u n s e l i n g  and  t r e a t m e n t  t h a n  by s e v e r e  p e n a l t i e s .  A m a j o r i t y  
o f  b o t h  t h e  f r e q u e n t  a n d  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  (59% and  50% 
r e s p e c t i v e l y )  s t r o n g l y  a g r e e d  t o  t h a t  c o n c e p t .  Whi le  o n l y  29% 
o f  t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s  and  38% o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and j u d g e s  w e r e  
s t r o n g l y  i n  f a v o r  o f  c o u n s e l i n g  i n s t e a d  o f  p e n a l t i e s  a s  a  
c o u n t e r m e a s u r e , w h e n  o n e  i n c l u d e s  t h e  " t e n d  t o  a g r e e "  c a t e g o r y  
t h r e e - f o u r t h s  m a j o r i t i e s  i n  e a c h  s u b g r o u p  d e m o n s t r a t e d  s u p p o r t  
f o r  t h e  merits of c o u n s e l i n g  r a t h e r  t h a n  pun i shment  f o r  p r o b l e m  
d r i n k i n g  d r u n k  d r i v e r s .  
I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  h i g h  p r o p o r t i o n  (75%) o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  who 
s t r o n g l y  a g r e e d  t o  none of  t h e  d e t e r r e n c e  c o u n t e r m e a s u r e s  p o s e d  
i n  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  64% o f  t h e  s a m p l e  s t r o n g l y  a g r e e d  w i t h  a t  
l e a s t  o n e  of t h e  a l c o h o l  h e l p  c o u n t e r m e a s u r e s  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  
s u r v e y  i n s t r u m e n t .  Non-defenders  were  most  l i k e l y  t o  a g r e e  w i t h  
n e i t h e r  o f  t h e  a l c o h o l  h e l p  c o u n t e r m e a s u r e s ,  w h e r e a s  f r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s  w e r e  mos t  l i k e l y  t o  a g r e e  s t r o n g l y  w i t h  b o t h  t h e  need  
f o r  m e d i c a l  t r e a t m e n t  and  t h e  a d v i s a b i l i t y  o f  r e q u i r i n g  c o u n s e l -  
i n g  i n s t e a d  o f  t r a d i t i o n a l  p e n a l t i e s  f o r  p e r s o n s  c o n v i c t e d  of  
d r u n k  d r i v i n g  a n d  d i a g n o s e d  a s  p rob lem d r i n k e r s .  
EDUCATIONAL CAhlPA IGN 
T h e r e  was  s t r o n g  a g r e e m e n t  t h a t  a  l a r g e  p u b l i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  
campa ign  a n d  s p e c i a l  a l c o h o l  e d u c a t i o n  c o u r s e s  f o r  c o n v i c t e d  
d r u n k  d r i v e r s  s h o u l d  b e  e m p h a s i z e d  by t h e > c o u n t y  a l c o h o l  s a f e t y  
p r o g r a m .  W i t h  l i t t l e  v a r i a t i o n  among s u b g r o u p s ,  more t h a n  h a l f  
t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  (56%) f e l t  t h a t  a  p u b l i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  campaign 
s h o u l d  r e c e i v e  a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  e m p h a s i s ,  a n d  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  33% 
f e l t  t h a t  a  campa ign  s h o u l d  r e c e i v e  a t  l e a s t  some e m p h a s i s  i n  
t h e  p r o g r a m .  A l t h o u g h  o n l y  45% of  t h e  s a m p l e  a g r e e d  t h a t  s p e c i a l  
a l c o h o l  e d u c a t i o n  c o u r s e s  f o r  d r u n k  d r i v e r s  s h o u l d  b e  g i v e n  a  
g r e a t  d e a l  o f  e m p h a s i s ,  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  37% f e l t  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  
some e m p h a s i s  s h o u l d  b e  p l a c e d  on s u c h  c o u r s e s .  
GENERAL ATTITUDES TOWARD THE DRUNK DRIVER PROBLEM 
The r e s p o n d e n t s  g e n e r a l l y  d i s a g r e e d  (40% " s t r o n g l y "  and 31% 
" t e n d  t o " )  w i t h  t h e  c o n c e p t  t h a t  d r i v i n g  a  c a r  is a  r i g h t  r a t h e r  
t h a n  a  p r i v i l e g e .  Only  7% o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  s t r o n g l y  a g r e e d  
t h a t  no  p e r s o n  s h o u l d  b e  d e n i e d  t h e  r i g h t  t o  d r i v e  i f  he  n e e d s  
h i s  c a r  t o  g e t  t o  work .  F r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ,  however ,  s p l i t  
a l m o s t  e v e n l y  o v e r  t h e  i s s u e :  45% a g r e e d  and  55% d i s a g r e e d ,  
A f u l l  95% o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  f e l t  t h a t  t h e r e  h a s  n o t  b e e n  
a n  e x c e s s i v e  amount o f  p u b l i c  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  d a n g e r s  o f  d r i n k -  
i n g  and d r i v i n g .  I t  was f e l t  by 87% o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  t h a t  t h e  
g o v e r n m e n t ' s  r o l e  i n  c o u n t e r a c t i n g  t h e  d r u n k  d r i v e r  p rob lem 
e x t e n d s  beyond a p p r e h e n s i o n  and p e n a l i z a t i o n  o f  d r u n k  d r i v e r s .  
V a r i a t i o n  among t h e  s u b g r o u p s  on t h e s e  two q u e s t i o n s  was s m a l l .  
The r e s p o n d e n t s  were  g e n e r a l l y  q u i t e  o p t i m i s t i c  a b o u t  t h e  
l i k e l i h o o d  o f  a m e l i o r a t i n g  t h e  d r u n k  d r i v e r  p rob lem t h r o u g h  
government  a c t i o n .  E i g h t y - t h r e e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  f e l t  
t h a t  s u c h  a c t i o n  was l i k e l y  t o  b e  e f f e c t i v e .  The s u b g r o u p  
s t a t i s t i c s  r e v e a l  t h a t  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  w e r e  t h e  most  
o p t i m i s t i c  a n d  t h e  n o n - d e f e n d e r s  w e r e  t h e  l e a s t  o p t i m i s t i c  a b o u t  
t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  government  i n t e r v e n t i o n  (97% a n d  76%, 
r e s p e c t i v e l y )  . 
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E i g h t y - s i x  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  who had h a n d l e d  
DUIL o r  i m p a i r e d  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  f e l t  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  some o f  t h o s e  
c l i e n t s  h a d  a  s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  p r o b l e m .  More t h a n  one  i n  f o u r  
(26%) o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  more t h a n  h a l f  o f  t h e i r  
c l i e n t s  i n  s u c h  c a s e s  w e r e  p r o b l e m  d r i n k e r s  o r  a l c o h o l i c s ,  C l o s e  
t o  h a l f  (42%) o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  had had a t  l e a s t  o n e  c l i e n t  whose 
c h a r g e  o r i g i n a t e d  f rom a t r a f f i c  c r a s h  n o t  w i t n e s s e d  by a  p o l i c e  
o f f i c e r ,  a n d  12% e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  a n  u n w i t n e s s e d  c r a s h  o c c u r r e d  i n  
more  t h a n  45% o f  t h e i r  c a s e s .  I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  o n l y  3% o f  t h e  f r e -  
q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  had a  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e i r  c a s e s  i n v o l v e d  i n  
u n w i t n e s s e d  c r a s h e s  (compared w i t h  17% o f  t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  
a n d  15% o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s ) .  
A f u r t h e r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  t h e  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  
h a n d l e d  by r e s p o n d e n t s  was t h e  number o f  b r e a t h  t e s t  r e f u s a l s .  
A f u l l  75% o f  t h e  s a m p l e  e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  some o f  t h e i r  
c l i e n t s  h a d  r e f u s e d  t o  t a k e  a  b r e a t h  t e s t  when c h a r g e d  w i t h  d r u n k  
d r i v i n g  a n d  45% s a i d  t h a t  more t h a n  one  i n  f o u r  o f  t h e i r  c a s e s  
r e f u s e d  t h e  t e s t .  A g a i n ,  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  were  l e a s t  l i k e l y  
( o n l y  3%) t o  e n c o u n t e r  t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i n  a  l a r g e  p r o p o r t i o n  
o f  t h e i r  c l i e n t s  compared w i t h  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  (23%) and  
p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  ( 1 5 % ) .  
DISPOSITION OF DRUNK DRI V I  NG CASES 
The  f o l l o w i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  r e l a t e s  t o  d i s p o s i t i o n s  o b t a i n e d  
i n  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s ,  DUIL a n d  i m p a i r e d  d r i v i n g ,  which  w e r e  
h a n d l e d  by  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  i n  t h e  p a s t  yeai:s. The r e a d e r  w i l l  
n o t e  t h a t  r e s p o n d e n t s  who d i d  n o t  h a n d l e  any s u c h  c a s e s  o v e r  t h e  
t w o - y e a r  p e r i o d  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  d a t a  b a s e  a n d  t h a t  
a l l  s t a t i s t i c s  r e p r e s e n t  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t ' s  d r u n k  d r i v -  
i n g  c a s e l o a d  o n l y .  
I n  e s t i m a t i n g  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d  
w h i c h  c o n s i s t e d  i n  g u i l t y  p l e a s  t o  DUIL p r i o r  t o  t r i a l ,  t h e  f r e -  
q u e n t  a n d  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more  l i k e l y  
t h a n  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  t o  p l a c e  n o  c a s e s  i n  t h a t  c a t e g o r y  
(70%, 64%, and  22% r e s p e ~ t i v e l y ) .  The f i n d i n g  is  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  
a n d  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  many d e f e n s e  a t t o r n e y s  d o  n o t  f e e l  t h a t  a  
g u i l t y  p l e a  s u f f i c i e n t l y  w a r r a n t s  t h e i r  s e r v i c e s .  I n  f a c t ,  d u r -  
i n g  t h e  b a s e l i n e  y e a r  o f  1969-70,  f e w e r  t h a n  h a l f  (524 o u t  o f  
1 2 5 6 )  o f  a l l  p e r s o n s  a r r e s t e d  f o r  DUIL i n  Washtenaw County  
o b t a i n e d  a  l a w y e r .  S t i l l ,  30% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  and  36% 
o f  t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  d i d  h a n d l e  s u c h  c a s e s  t o  a  m o d e r a t e  
d e g r e e .  Compared w i t h  22% o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  who 
e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  more  t h a n  45% ( b u t  f e w e r  t h a n  65%) o f  t h e i r  c a s e -  
l o a d  w e r e  DUIL g u i l t y  p l e a s  p r i o r  t o  t r i a l ,  h o w e v e r ,  o n l y  4% o f  
t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  a n d  19% o f  t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  
r e p o r t e d  t h a t  o v e r  45% o f  t h e i r  c a s e s  w e r e  i n  t h a t  c a t e g o r y .  
A d i f f e r e n t  c o n d i t i o n  was f o u n d  t o  o b t a i n  i n  t h e  h a n d l e d  
d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e s  i n  w h i c h  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  c h o s e  t o  p l e a d  g u i l t y  
t o  a l e sse r  o f f e n s e  r a t h e r  t h a n  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  c h a r g e  o f  DUIL. 
The m e d i a n  e s t i m a t e  made by p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  o f  t h e i r  
i n v o l v e m e n t  i n  DUIL " p l e a  down" c a s e s  p r i o r  t o  t r i a l  was o n l y  30% 
o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  m e d i a n  e s t i -  
m a t e s  o f  f r e q u e n t  a n d  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  w e r e  69% a n d  67%,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d  o v e r  t h e  p a s t  two 
y e a r s .  
Fewer t h a n  20% o f  t h e  d e f e n s e  a t t o r n e y s  had  h a n d l e d  DUIL 
c o u r t  t r i a l  c a s e s  i n  w h i c h  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  had  b e e n  c o n v i c t e d  o f  
t h e  o r i g i n a l  c h a r g e .  A maximum o f  45% t o  64% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  
d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d  was r e p o r t e d  by 2% o f  t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  
a n d  a  maximum o f  25% t o  44% was r e p o r t e d  by 4% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  78% o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  had 
h a n d l e d  s u c h  c a s e s .  A l t h o u g h  t h e . , m e d i a n  e s t i m a t e  made by p r o -  
s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  r e g a r d i n g  DUIL c o n v i c t i o n s  (where  DUIL was 
t h e  o r i g i n a l  c h a r g e )  o c c u r r i n g  i n  c o u r t  t r i a l s  was o n l y  7% o f  
t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d ,  11% o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  
r e p o r t e d  t h a t  s u c h  c a s e s  r e p r e s e n t e d  65% t o  84% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  
d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d .  
S i m i l a r  f i n d i n g s  w e r e  o b t a i n e d  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  r e s p o n d e n t s '  
e x p e r i e n c e  i n  h a n d l i n g  DUIL c o u r t  t r i a l  c a s e s  w h i c h  r e s u l t e d  i n  
c o n v i c t i o n  of a  lesser  o f f e n s e .  A l t h o u g h  21% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s  had handl::d s u c h  c a s e s ,  t h e r e  w e r e  no e s t i m a t e s  i n  
e x c e s s  o f  24% of t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s '  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d .  Only  
4% o f  t h e  infrequent d e f e n d e r s  had h a n d l e d  s u c h  c a s e s ,  w h i l e  67% 
o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  r e p o r t e d  h a v i n g  h a n d l e d  DUIL c o u r t  
t r i a l  c a s e s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  c o n v i c t i o n  o f  a  l e s s e r  o f f e n s e .  T h e r e  
were no e s t i m a t e s  a b o v e  24% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d .  
T h e r e  was o n l y  l i m i t e d  e x p e r i e n c e  r e p o r t e d  i n  r e g a r d  t o  DUIL 
c o u r t  t r i a l  c a s e s  i n  w h i c h  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  was a c q u i t t e d .  E i g h t  
p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  had had  s u c h  e x p e r i e n c e ,  
b u t  a l l  e s t i m a t e s  were  w i t h i n  5% o f  t h e  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d .  
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  19% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  r e p o r t e d  h a v i n g  
h a n d l e d  DUIL a c q u i t t e d  c a s e s  i n  a  c o u r t  t r i a l ,  b u t  more t h a n  h a l f  
o f  t h o s e  ' e x p e r i e n c e d '  r e s p o n d e n t s  e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  s u c h  c a s e s  
a c c o u n t e d  f o r  5% or f e w e r  o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d .  
T h e r e  was w i d e r  e x p e r i e n c e  r e p o r t e d  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  h a n d l i n g  
DUIL c a s e s  i n  j u r y  t r i a l s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r  
s u b g r o u p .  A f u l l  50% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  had  h a n d l e d  DUIL 
j u r y  t r i a l  c a s e s  >xh ich  r e s u l t e d  i n  a  DUIL c o n v i c t i o n .  S e v e n t y -  
e i g h t  p e r c e n t  of  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  r e p o r t e d  h a v i n g  
h a n d l e d  s u c h  c a s e s ,  and t h e  m e d i a n  e s t i m a t e s  made by t h e  f r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s  and t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  were 3% a n d  8%,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  A l t h o u g h  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s  made no e s t i -  
m a t e s  h i g h e r  t h a n  24% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d ,  8% of  t h e  
f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  from 25% t o  44% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  
d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d  c o n s i s t e d  of  DUIL j u r y  t r i a l s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  con-  
v i c t i o n  on t h e  o r i g i n a l  c h a r g e .  
With  r e g a r d  'to DUIL c a s e s  i n  a  j u r y  t r i a l  w h i c h  r e s u l t e d  
i n  a  c o n v i c t i o n  of  a l e s s e r  o f f e n s e ,  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  and  
p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  w e r e  more n e a r l y  p a r a l l e l  i n  r e p o r t i n g  
t h e i r  e x p e r i e n c e .  F i f t y  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  f o r m e r  a n d  55% o f  t h e  
l a t t e r  g r o u p  had h a n d l e d  s u c h  c a s e s  and  t h e  med ian  e s t i m a t e s  f o r  
e a c h  g r o u p  were  3% and 1%, r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  
c a s e l o a d .  how eve^, p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  made no  e s t i m a t e s  
h i g h e r  t h a n  10% of t h e i r  c a s e l o a d ,  w h i l e  18% o f  t h e  f r e q u e n t  
d e f e n d e r s  e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  f rom 11% t o  24% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  
c a s e l o a d  c o n s i s t e d  i n  s u c h  c a s e s  a n d  5% o f  t h a t  g r o u p  made e s t i -  
m a t e s  of  f rom 24'2 . ( J  44% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d .  
E x p e r i e n c e  i n  DUIL j u r y  t r i a l  c a s e s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a n  a c q u i t t a l  
was m o r e  l i m i t e d ,  Only  9% o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  (23% o f  t h e  f r e -  
q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ,  none  o f  t h e  i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ,  a n d  15% o f  t h e  
p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  j u d g e s )  r e p o r t e d  h a v i n g  h a n d l e d  s u c h  c a s e s .  Wi th  
t h e  e x c e p t i o n  of f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ,  4% o f  whom made e s t i m a t e s  
o f  f rom 11% t o  24%, t h e r e  w e r e  no e s t i m a t e s  f rom any  r e s p o n d e n t s  
i n  e x c e s s  o f  5% o f  t h e i r  d r u n k  d r i v i n g  c a s e l o a d  w h i c h  c o n s i s t e d  
i n  h a n d l i n g  DUIL j u r y  t r i a l  a c q u i t t a l  c a s e s .  
THE DRUNK DRIVER AND THE LEGAL SYSTEhl 
The a t t o r n e y s  g e n e r a l l y  a g r e e d  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  DUIL 
a r r e s t e e s  h a v e  a  b e t t e r  c h a n c e  o f  n o t  b e i n g  c o n v i c t e d  o f  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  c h a r g e  i f  t h e y  r e f u s e  t o  t a k e  a b r e a t h  t e s t  (TS 6 6 % ) .  
The  f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  a n d  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  and  j u d g e s  p a r t i c u -  
l a r l y  a g r e e d  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  (76% and  86%,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  L e s s  
t h a n  10% o f  t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  and none o f  t h e  p r o s e c u t o r s  a n d  
j u d g e s  s t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e d .  
.More t h a n  h a l f  o f  t h e  a t t o r n e y s  (63%) a l s o  s t r o n g l y  a g r e e d  
t h a t  i t  was i n  t h e  b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  o f  a DUIL d e f e n d a n t  t o  r e t a i n  a n  
a t t o r n e y  t o  c o n t e s t  t h e  c h a r g e .  S t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  o f  d i s p o s i t i o n s  
o f  DUIL c a s e s  i n  Washtenaw County  h a s  shown t h a t  t h e  a v e r a g e  DUIL 
d e f e n d a n t  is i n d e e d  more l i k e l y  t o  o b t a i n  a  r e d u c e d  c o n v i c t i o n  if 
h e  r e t a i n s  a n  a t t o r n e y  t o  c o n t e s t  t h e  c h a r g e .  T h u s ,  f rom a  s t r i c t l y  
m o n e t a r y  p o i n t  o f  v i e w ,  a  p e r s o n  c h a r g e d  w i t h  DUIL is wel l  a d v i s e d  
t o  s e e k  t h e  s e r v i c e s  o f  a n  a t t o r n e y  and  c o n t e s t  h i s  c h a r g e .  
A f u r t h e r  p o i n t  w h i c h  we w e r e  t r y i n g  t o  a d d r e s s ,  however ,  
i n v o l v e d  t h e  i s s u e  o f  p r o f e s s i o n a l  v s .  s o c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  w h i c h  
a n  a t t o r n e y  m i g h t  c o n f r o n t  i f  a s k e d  t o  d e f e n d  a  p e r s o n  c h a r g e d  w i t h  
DUIL who a l s o  a p p e a r e d  t o  t h e  a t t o r n e y  t o  h a v e  a  s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  
p r o b l e m .  S i n c e  86% o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  some 
o f  t h e i r  c l i e n t s ,  i n  t h e i r  v i e w ,  w e r e  p r o b l e m  d r i n k e r s ,  t h e  i s s u e  
was n o t  m e r e l y  a c a d e m i c  f o r  m o s t  o f  t h e  s a m p l e .  A l t h o u g h  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  depended  more on  s u r r o u n d i n g  q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t e d  t o  p r o b l e m  
d r i n k i n g  t h e n  on  a  d i r e c t  a p p r o a c h  t o  t h e  i s s u e ,  o n e  r e s p o n d e n t  
a p p e n d e d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  comment: " I f  ' b e s t  i n t e r e s t s '  is t o  b e a t  t h e  
c h a r g e ,  t h e n  I s t r o n g l y  a g r e e .  Tf ' b e s t  5 1 3 t e r e s t s '  i s  t o  g e t  p r o -  
blem d r i n k i n g  a s s i s t a n c e ,  t h e n  J: " -end f::? ? - reeU.  
The a t t o r n e y s  were asked t o  rank by importance var ious  s t a t e d  
r ea sons  f o r  t h e  reduc t ion  of DUIL charges .  Evident iary  problems 
f o r  t h e  p rosecu t ion  and t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  mandatory p e n a l t i e s  
f o r  DUIL a r e  t oo  severe  were c i t e d  most f r equen t ly  a s  t h e  most 
important  f a c t o r s .  P rosecu tors  and judges were more l i k e l y  than 
defense  a t t o r n e y s  t o  note  ev iden t i a ry  problems (57% v s .  31%), 
whereas t h e  s e v e r i t y  of mandatory p e n a l t i e s  f o r  DUIL was most 
important  t o  t h e  defense a t t o r n e y s  (39% v s .  14%).  
"Eviden t ia ry  problems f o r  t h e  prosecut ion"  remained a s  t h e  
most f r e q u e n t l y  c i t e d  second-ranked response al though " d e s i r e  t o  
reduce t h e  cou r t  load by ob t a in ing  a  g u i l t y  p lea"  was c l o s e  
behind (TS=32% and 29% r e s p e c t i v e l y  f o r  t h e  two r e sponses ) .  
Reduction of t h e  cou r t  load was c l e a r l y  t h e  most f r equen t ly  c i t e d  
th i rd - ranked  response .  Thus, t h e  remaining two reasons ,  f avo r i -  
t i s m  toward c e r t a i n  defendants  and a  d e s i r e  t o  provide more 
i n c e n t i v e  f o r  persons w i t h  a  dr inking problem t o  accept  the  use 
of Antabuse a s  a  condi t ion  of p roba t ion ,  were not seen a s  s i g n i -  
f i c a n t  r ea sons  f o r  r educ t ion  of DUIL charges .  
The ma jo r i t y  of respondents  (57%) f e l t  t h a t  DUIL charges a r e  
reduced i n  about t he  r i g h t  p ropo r t i on .  The f requent  defenders 
were l e a s t  l i k e l y  (10%) and t h e  p rosecu tors  and judges were most 
l i k e l y  (31%) t o  f e e l  t h a t  too many DUIL charges a r e  reduced.  
T h i r t y - f i v e  percent  of t h e  f requent  defenders  and 19% of t h e  in -  
f r equen t  defenders  f e l t  t h a t  DUIL charges a r e  reduced l e s s  o f t e n  
than they should  be .  
I n  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  e f f e c t  of p a r t i c u l a r  judges ,  p rosecu to r s ,  
and defense  a t t o r n e y s  on t h e  outcome of DUIL case s ,  t he  respon- 
den t s  i n  each subgroup expressed q u i t e  c o n t r a s t i n g  views. For 
example, 29% of t h e  respondents  (48% of t he  f requent  defenders)  
f e l t  d i f f e r e n c e s  among p a r t i c u l a r  defense .  a t t o r n e y s  were 
"extremely important" t o  t he  outcome of a  ca se .  B u t  41% f e l t  
t h a t  t h e  defense  a t t o rney  e f f e c t  was q u i t e  important ,  24% thought 
i t  only somewhat important ,  7% f e l t  i t  was not very important ,  and 
1% f e l t  i t  was not a t  a l l  impor tan t .  S imi l a r  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  
response was found i n  regard  t o  t h e  importance of d i f f e r e n c e s  
among judges  and among p rosecu to r s ,  a l though t h e  numbers th ink ing  
t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  important  dec l ined  somewhat. Even many of t h e  
p r o s e c u t o r s  and judges tended t o  a g r e e  t o  t h e  importance of d i f -  
f e r e n c e s  among t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  involved  i n  t h e s e  l e g a l  r o l e s .  
The most s t r i k i n g  concern  of t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  
improvements i n  t h e  l e g a l  sys tem was t h e  f e e l i n g  t h a t  mandatory 
p e n a l t i e s  f o r  DUIL c o n v i c t i o n  a r e  t o o  s e v e r e .  Twenty-five pe rcen t  
of t h e  t o t a l  e l i g i b l e  sample and 43% of t h e  f r e q u e n t  de fender s  
v o l u n t e e r e d  t h a t  o p i n i o n ,  P r o s e c u t o r s  and judges ,  t o o ,  were 
above t h e  sample ave rage  (27% v s .  25%) i n  s u g g e s t i n g  t h e  problem. 
I n f r e q u e n t  de fender s  were more i n c l i n e d  (19% v s .  16% TS) t o  say  
t h a t  t h e  l e g a l  system shou ld  r ecogn ize  t h e  i l l n e s s  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  
c r i m i n a l  a s p e c t  of DUIL c a s e s  and shou ld  emphasize t r e a t m e n t  and 
c o u n s e l i n g  on a  more r e g u l a r  b a s i s .  As f r e q u e n t l y  a s  they  noted 
t h e  ha r shness  of mandatory p e n a l t i e s  f o r  DUIL, however, prose-  
c u t o r s  and judges  f e l t  t h a t  p e n a l t i e s  shou ld  be more s e v e r e ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  m u l t i p l e  o f f e n d e r s .  
INTRODUCTION 
The fo l l owing  codebook wi th  marg ina l s  is  the  r e s u l t  o f  a  survey  of 
Washtenaw County lawyers  t aken  by HSRI f o r  t h e  Washtenaw Alcohol S a f e t y  
Ac t ion  Program (WASAP). The survey  had two purposes :  t o  o b t a i n  b a s e l i n e  
measures  f o r  knowledge and a t t i t u d e s  about  a l c o h o l  and t r a f f i c  s a f e t y  f o r  
u se  i n  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  WASAP p u b l i c  i n fo rma t ion  and educa t i on  campaign and 
t o  p r o v i d e  u s e f u l  d a t a  f o r  t h e  development of t h a t  campaign. 
Comparable measures  i n  t h e  broad a r e a s  of knowledge and a t t i t u d e s  
about  t h e  d r i n k i n g  d r i v e r  problem were sought  f o r  t h e  sample of lawyers  and 
f o r  t h e  sample of Washtenaw County r e s i d e n t s  surveyed  e a r l i e r  i n  t h e  WASAP 
b a s e l i n e  p e r i o d .  Hence, S e c t i o n  A of t h e  HSRI q u e s t i o n n a i r e  was developed 
p r i m a r i l y  from q u e s t i o n s  posed i n  t h e  e a r l i e r  g e n e r a l  p u b l i c  s u r v e y .  
S e c t i o n  B  of t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  r e l a t e s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t ' s  
p r o f e s s i o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  handl ing  drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s .  For a s s i s t a n c e  i n  
deve lop ing  t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  t h e  HSRI s t a f f  made use  of a  s i m i l a r  survey  con- 
duc t ed  f o r  t h e  Vermont ASAP by D r .  Joseph L i t t l e ,  a  t r a d e  book f o r  de fense  
a t t o r n e y s  Defense of Drunk Dr iv ing  Cases ,and  adv i ce  from Washtenaw County 
A s s i s t a n t  P r o s e c u t o r  John Hense l .  
The e igh t -page  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  was mai led  t o  a l l  members of t h e  Washtennw 
County Bar A s s o c i a t i o n , p r o d u c i n g  a  t o t a l  of 298 e l i g i b l e  r e sponden t s .  A 
t o t a l  o f  f o u r  m a i l i n g s  were made, and 200 completed q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  were 
o b t a i n e d  f o r  a r e sponse  r a t e  of 67%. Also 18 a t t o r n e y s  r e t u r n e d  a  form in-  
d i c a t i n g  why they  chose  no t  t o  complete  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  The main r ea son  
checked  was l a c k  of knowledge o r  l e g a l  expe r i ence  i n  t h e  a r e a  of d r i n k i n g  
and d r i v i n g .  A few exp re s sed  concern  about  t h e  l a c k  of anonymity of t h e  
pre-numbered q u e s t i o n n a i r e  o r  d i s t r u s t  o f  t h e  way i n  which t h e  c o l l e c t e d  
d a t a  might  be u sed .  The 200 q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  r e c e i v e d  i nc luded  f i v e  j udges ,  
16  p r o s e c u t o r s  and c i t y  a t t o r n e y s ,  and 22 law p r o f e s s o r s  a t  The U n i v e r s i t y  
of Michigan.  
The q u e s t i o n n a i r e  con t a ined  22 numbered q u e s t i o n s  i n  S e c t i o n  A and 17 
i n  S e c t i o n  B ;  t h e  fo l l owing  codebook p r e s e n t s  a  t o t a l  of 138 v a r i a b l e s .  
Many o f  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  t h e  c o l l a p s e d  form of an o r i g i n a l  
v a r i a b l e ,  and some a r e  combinat ions of s e v e r a l  v a r i a b l e s  developed f o r  a  
compos i te  view of a  s p e c i f i c  s u b j e c t  a r e a .  S e c t i o n  B of t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  
c o n t a i n e d  a  s e r i e s  of  i t ems  concerned w i t h  t h e  type  of d i s p o s i t i o n  of each 
r e s p o n d e n t ' s  drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s  (QB6). For each  t ype  of d i s p o s i t i o n  t h e  
a c t u a l  number of c a s e s  was coded a s  s u c h ,  and i t  was a l s o  changed t o  a  per -  
c e n t a g e  of  t h e  t o t a l  number of c a s e s  r e p o r t e d  a s  having been handled by t h e  
r e s p o n d e n t .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e s e  pe rcen t age  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  were c o l l a p s e d  f o r  
e a s i e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
D i s t r i b u t i o n s  of t h e  q u e s t i o n  r e sponses  a r e  shown i n  t h e  margin next  t o  
t h e  codes  f o r  each  v a r i a b l e .  To t a l  sample (TS) pe rcen t ages  and f r e q u e n c i e s  
a r e  p r e s e n t e d  f o r  t h e  p r e l im ina ry  sample d e s c r i p t i o n  v a r i a b l e s .  The 
m a r g i n a l s  f o r  t h e  remain ing  v a r i a b l e s ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  TS, a r e  shown f o r  
t h r e e  subgroups  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  number of dru~ilc d r i v i n g  c a s e s  t h a t  each 
respondent  r e p o r t e d  hand l ing  i n  t h e  p a s t  two y e a r s  i n  Washtenaw County. 
Frequent  d e f e n d e r s  (FD) a r e  t h o s e  a t t o r n e y s  who handled 10 o r  more c a s e s ,  
. i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s  (ID) a r e  t h o s e  who handled 1-8 c a s e s ,  and 
non-defenders  (ND) a r e  t h o s e  who r e p o r t e d  hand l ing  no drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s  
i n  t h e  p a s t  two y e a r s .  Also p r o s e c u t o r s  and judges  (PJ)  a r e  p r e sen t ed  a s  
a  s e p a r a t e  g roup  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  by t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e i r  l e g a l  work. The law 
s c h o o l  r e s p o n d e n t s ,  i n  g e n e r a l ,  a r e  p r ec luded  from m a i n t a i n i n g  a  p r i v a t e  
l e g a l  p r a c t i c e  a p a r t  from t h e i r  academic a s s ignmen t s .  Hence a l l  bu t  one 
of  t h e  law s c h o o l  r e sponden t s  a r e  i nc luded  i n  t h e  non-defenders  group;  
t h e  e x c e p t i o n  was a  respondent  who r e p o r t e d  hand l ing  drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s  
th rough h i s  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  Washtenaw County Legal  Aid S o c i e t y .  
S t a t i s t i c s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  marg ina l s  may be p e r c e n t a g e s ,  percen-  
t i l e s ,  o r  f r equency  d i s t r i b u t i o n s .  For each  v a r i a b l e ,  t h e  s t a t i s t i c  used 
is i d e n t i f i e d  by a  head ing .  An a s t e r i s k  ( * )  is used whenever a  f requency  
has  been shown i n s t e a d  of t h e  s t a t i s t i c  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  heading .  I n  
g e n e r a l ,  f r e q u e n c i e s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  when mi s s ing  d a t a  o r  i n a p p l i c a b l e  
r e s p o n s e s  have been exc luded  from t h e  c a l c u l a t i o n  of pe r cen t age  d i s t r i -  
b u t i o n s  of r e s p o n s e s  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  v a r i a b l e .  
Pe rcen t age  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  u s u a l l y  add t o  one hundred pe rcen t  f o r  each  
subgroup;  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o c c u r s  i n  t h e  c a s e  of m u l t i p l e  response  v a r i a b l e s  
where t h e  p e r c e n t a g e s  a r e  c a l c u l a t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  number of respon- 
d e n t s  i n  each  subg roup ,  many of whom have made more t h a n  one r e sponse .  
The r e s u l t  t h u s  adds  t o  more t h a n  one hundred pe rcen t  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
subgroup .  
Some open-type q u e s t i o n s  r e c e i v e d  "o the r "  r e sponses  which d i d  not  f i t  
i n t o  any of t h e  e s t a b l i s h e d  code c a t e g o r i e s .  These r e sponses  were grouped 
t o g e t h e r  i n  an " o t h e r "  c a t e g o r y ,  b u t  t h e  a c t u a l  c o n t e n t  of t h e  answers  
p l aced  i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  has been i n d i c a t e d  i n  each r e l e v a n t  code .  Also 
a d d i t i o n a l  comments w r i t t e n  by t h e  r e sponden t s  have been appended t o  t h e  
v a r i a b l e s  t o  which t h e y  r e f e r .  I n  p a r e n t h e s e s  b e f o r e  each  comment w i l l  be 
found t h e  coded v a l u e  of t h e  r e sponse .  The " a d d i t i o n a l  comments" have been 
i nc luded  i n  t h e  codebook i n  an e f f o r t  t o  p r e s e n t  a s  comprehensive an 
account  of t h e  d a t a  a s  p o s s i b l e .  
Erwin, R.E.,  Greenberg ,  L .A .  and Minzer ,  M . K .  Defense of Drunk Dr iv ing  
Cases .  C r i m i n a l - c i v i l ,  Thi rd  E d i t i o n ,  Rutgers  Center  of Alcohol S t u d i e s ,  
New Brunswick,  N .  J . ,  1971. 
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CODEBOOK FOR WASIITENAW COUNTY LAWYER SURVEY ON ALCOHOL A N D  TRAFFIC SAFETY 
March 1972 
R 1  Data S e t  Number (04)  v1 -- 
Deck Number ( I )  
R2 Respondent Number v2 - 
V3 R3 Group Number 
T F reqs .  T%s. 
144 72 1. Defense (001-299) 
2 .  Law School  (300-399) 
3 .  Judges (400-499) 
4 .  P r o s e c u t o r s  (500-599) 
9 .  NA ( no t  a s c e r t a i n e d )  
V4 R3A D/D Cases Exper ience  (combinat ion of R3 & R48) 
TS F reqs .  TS%s. 
29 1 5  1. At to rneys  who defended 10 o r  more drunk d r i v i n g  
T F reqs .  T%s. 
120 60 
c a s e s  i n  t h e  p a s t  2  y r s .  
- 
2 .  A t to rneys  who defended 1-9 drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s  
i n  t h e  p a s t  2  y r s .  
3 .  At to rneys  who defended no drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s  i n  
t h e  p a s t  2  y r s .  
4 .  P r o s e c u t o r s  and j udges .  
V6 
P e r c e n t i l e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
10 .  25 25  25 25 20 
30 .  50 50 47 60 50 
50.  50 50 50 50 50 
70. 60 60 56 50 70 
90.  75  71  71  75 80 
V5 R4 Community (community of p r a c t i c e  based  on Bar 
A s s o c i a t i o n  m a i l i n n  a d d r e s s )  - 
1. Ann Arbor 
2 .  Y p s i l a n t i  
3 .  Chelsea 
4 .  Dexter  
5. Manchester  
6 .  Milan 
7 .  S a l i n e  
8 .  Whitmore Lake 
9 .  NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  law p r o f e s s o r ,  p r o s e c u t o r ,  o r  judge 
R5 Alcohol F a t a l i t i e s  % (QA1. I n  what pe r cen t  of 
t r a f f i c  a c c i d e n t s  i n  which someone is k i l l e d  would you 
e s t i m a t e  d r i n k i n g  by a  d r i v e r  was a  c o n t r i b u t i n g  
f a c t o r ? )  MD=98,99 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(50) I on ly  know what I r ead  s i n c e  I 'm no t  p r ivy  t o  
r e s e a r c h  i n  t h e  a r e a .  Why a r e  you i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  an  informed answer t o  a  s t u p i d  q u e s t i o n ?  
(98) No b a s i s  f o r  o p i n i o n .  
(98) I do no t  have enaugh in fo rma t ion  t o  o f f e r  a  
u s e f u l  s e t  of answers .  
(98) Any answer would be a  w i l d  g u e s s .  A l l  I can 
s a y  is  t h a t  I  b e l i e v e  many a c c i d e n t s  a r e  r e -  
l a t e d  t o  d r i n k i n g  bu t  have no i dea  what per -  
c e n t a g e  of t o t a l  a c c i d e n t s  a r e  caused by drunk 
d r i v e r s  o r  how much a  person  can  d r i n k  b e f o r e  
becoming a  menace. I h a v e n ' t  s e e n  any s t a -  
t i s t i c s  on which t o  ba se  an op in ion  a s  t o  
p e r c e n t a g e s .  
(50) A g u e s s .  
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  PD--f rcquent  dv fende r s  ; ID=inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
ND=non-def ende r s  ; I'J--j11-osecut o.:~;,  judges  
P e r c e n t i l e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
10 .  10 13 20 10 21 
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
14 18 6  19 5  
17 11 28 17 5  
9  7  6 8 2 0  
22 18 19  23 30 
7  11 2  5 25 
18 18 28 13 1 5  
6 7 1 1  4 0  
7  11 0  10 0  
*9 *1 *2 *5  * l  
Pe rcen t  ages  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
0 0 0 1 0  
12 11 4  18 0  
33  29 36 33 37 
3 1  29 36 27 42 
12  11 19 11 0  
5 7 4 3 1 1  
3 1 1  0 2  0  
1 4 0 0 5  
1 0 0 0 5  
3 0 0 5 0  
*6 *1 *2 * 1  *2 
V7 R5A Alcohol F a t a l  %-7 (R5 c o l l a p s e d )  
-" - 
V8 R6 PD % of A l c . F a t a l s  (QA2. Of t h e s e  d r i n k i n g - r e l a t e d  
f a t a l  t r a f f i c  a c c i d e n t s .  i n  what pe r cen t  would you . - 
e s t i m a t e  t h a t  t h e  d r i n k i n g  d r i v e r -  is a  person who has  
a  s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  problem?) MD=98,99 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments: 
(50)  Probably  a l l  of them o r  t hey  wouldn ' t  have 
k i l l e d  someone. 
V9 R6A PD Alcohol F a t a l  %-7 (R6 Co l l apsed )  MD=9 
V10 R7 Number of  S a f e  Drinks (QA3. Suppose t h a t  a  150 l b .  
person  d r i n k s  f o r  one hou r ,  w i t h  no r e c e n t  food i n t a k e  
How many d r i n k s  do you t h i n k  he can consume wi thou t  
becoming t o o  drunk t o  d r i v e  s a f e l y ? )  MD=99 
0 .  None 
1. One 
2.  Two 
3 .  Three 
4.  Four 
5 .  F ive  
6 .  S i x  
7 .  Seven 
8 .  E ight  
98.  DK 
99.  NA 
*Addit ion Comments: 
(03) S a f e l y  ( d e f i n i t i o n ? ) .  
(01) These a r e  gues se s !  By t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  you 
r a i s e  s e r i o u s  doubts  i n  my mind about  
whether  o r  no t  money is be ing  s p e n t  w i se ly  
f o r  your p r o j e c t .  
. . 
T S = t o t a l  s: : p l e  ; FD=frcqucnt de! e n d e r s ;  ID=inf r equen t  d e f e n d e r s ;  
ND=non-de f : ~ d c r s  ; P J = p ~ s o s e c u t . o r ~ ; ,  judges  
V 1 1  R8 Number of . l o %  Drinks (QA3a. How many d r i n k s  do you 
t h i n k  he can  consume b e i o r c  r each ing  a  BAC of . l o % ,  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
7 0 6 9 5  
25  29 32 26 0  
27 29 34 25  21  
18  25  11 17 26 
11 7  6  9  42 
5 0 9 5 0  
1 4 0 1 0  
2 4 2 0 5  
1 4 0 0 0  
4 0 0 7 0  
*7 *l *2 *2  *2 
Pe rcen t  a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ  
3 4 2 3 5  
46 43 36  48 63  
31 29 36  33  16 
4 1 1  6  0  5 
8 1 4 1 1  6  5 
3 0 6 2 5  
1 0 2 1 0  
4 0 0 7 0  
*8 *l $ 2  *3 *2 
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ  
t h e  minimum l e v e l  f o r  p resumpt ive  ev idence  of impaired 
drivin:?) MD=99 
1. One 
2.  Two 
3 .  Thr?e 
4 .  Four 
5.  F ive  
6 .  S i x  
7 .  Seven 
8 .  Eight  
10 .  Ten 
98 .  DK 
99 .  NA 
V12 R5A Safe /Lega l  R a t i o  ( ~ 7 / ~ 8 )  
V13 R9 Number of  .15% Drinks (QA3b. How many d r i n k s  do you 
t h i n k  he c a n  consume b e f o r e  r each ing  a  BAC of .15%, 
t h e  minimum l e v e l  f o r  presumptive e;idence of d r i v i n g  
under  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of l i q u o r ? )  hfD=99 
1. One 
2 .  Two 
3 .  Three 
4 .  Four 
5 .  F ive  
6 .  S i x  
7 .  Seven 
8 .  E igh t  
9 .  Nine 
10 .  Ten 
12 .  Twelve 
15 .  F i f t e e n  
98.  DK 
99.  NA 
V14 R10 Accident  3  Drinks (QA3c. I f  he has consumed 3  
d r i n k s ,  how many t imes  more l i k e l y  do you t h i n k  he is  
t o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  an a c c i d e n t  t h a n  a  person  who has  no t  
P e r c e n t i l e s  been d r i n k i n g ? )  MD=98,99 
TS FD ID ND PJ  
1 0 .  1 2 1 1 1  01.  No i n c r e a s e d  chance of a c c i d e n t  
30 .  2 2 2 2 2  96.  96-100 
50.  2 3 2 2 2  97.  Over 100 
70.  4  5 3  5 4  98.  DK 
90 .  10 10 10 10  8 99. NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments: 
(10) Assume t h i s  q u e s t i o n  presumes an a c c i d e n t  
whether  d r i n k i n g  o r  n o t .  
(99) Don't  unde r s t and  q u e s t i o n .  
(98) Depends on t o o  many v a r i a b l e s  a s  t o  t h e  o t h e r  
d r i v e r  t o  g i v e  an i n t e l l i g e n t  answer.  
(99) C a n ' t  be  t h a t  s p e c i f i c  bu t  would i n c r e a s e  
g e o m e t r i c a l l y .  
. . .-- 
'., , - t o t a l  s amp le ;  FD=frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID=inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P:: -.non-def e n d e r s  ; PJ-prosecutors  , judges  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
'I'S FD ID ND PJ 
14  7 16 13  22 
36 37 44 3 3  33  
25  33 24 2 1  33  
1 5  1 9  13  16 6 
2 4 0 1 6  
1 0 0 1 0  
2 0 0 3 0  
1 0 0 1 0  
6 0 2 1 0  0 
*12 *2 *4 *3 *3 
P e r c e n t i l e s  
TS FD ID ND P J  
1 0 .  2 3 2 3 2  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ  
1 0 2 0 0  
1 0  7 12  8 17  
32 44 37 26 3 3  
27 1 9  1 9  31 33 
1 4  22 1 9  10  11 
4 7 2 5 0  
6 0 7 7 6  
2 0 0 3 0  
5 0 2 9 0  
*15 $ 2  *6 *4 *3  
P e r c e n t i l e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
10 .  4 5 4 4 4  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ  
0 0 0 0 0  
2 0 7 0 0  
11 11 14 11 11 
3 2  44 29 28 39  
16 1 5  9 18  22 
13  22 9 12  11 
11 7 11 12  11 
10  0 16 11 6 
6 0 5 9 0  
*16 *2 *5  *6 *3  
V15 R l O A  Accident  3 Drinks-8 (R10 Co l l apsed )  MD=O 
1. No o r  s m a l l  i n c r e a s e d  chance 
2 .  1 .50-2.49 
3 .  2 .50-5.49 
4 .  5 .50-10.49 
5 .  10.50-25.49 
6 .  25.50-50.49 
7 .  50.50-100.49 
8 .  Over 100 .49  
9 .  DK 
0 .  NA 
V16 R 1 1  Accident  6  Drinks (QA3d. How about  i f  he consumes 
6 d r i n k s ? )  MD=98,99 
01.  No i n c r e a s e d  chance of a c c i d e n t  
96 .  96-100 
97 .  Over 100 
98 .  DK 
99 .  NA 
V17 R l l A  Accident  6 Drinks-8 (R11 Co l l apsed )  MD=O 
1. No o r  s m a l l  i n c r e a s e d  chance 
2.  1 .50-2 .49  
3 .  2 .50-5.49 
4 .  5 .50-10.49 
5 .  10.50-24.49 
6 .  25.50-50.49 
7 .  50.50-100.49 
8 .  Over 100.49 
9 .  DK 
0 .  NA 
V18 R12 Accident  9  Drinks (QA3e. How about  i f  he consumes 
9 d r i n k s ? )  MD=98,99 
01.  No i n c r e a s e d  chance of a c c i d e n t  
96.  96-100 
97.  Over 100 
98.  DK 
99 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments: 
(99) By t h i s  t ime  he shou ld  be s o  drunk he c a n ' t  
even f i n d  t h e  keyho le .  
(97) He won' t  be a b l e  t o  walk o r  c rawl  t o  t h e  c a r .  
(97)  I f  he r e a l l y  d r i v e s  a f t e r  9  d r i n k s .  
V19 R12A Accident  9  Drinks-8 (R12 Col lapsed)  MD=O 




10 .50-25 .49  
25.50-50.49 
50.50-100.49 
Over 100 .49  
DK 
N A 
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  FD=frequent  d e f e n d e r s ;  ID- in f r equen t  d e f e n d e r s ;  
ND=non-defenders; P J = p r o s e c u t o r s ,  judges  
V20 R13 DUIL Reduct .  F c c l i n ~  (QA4.  The Michigan l e g i s l a t u r e  
has been consitlc13ing n b i l  l t o  reduce  t h e  presllmptive 
minimum BAC from .I554 t o  ,107,. How do vou f e e l  about  
Pe rcen t ages  t h i s  proposed change?)  MD=9 
TS FD I D  N D  PJ 
34 24 29 40 33 1. S t rong ly  approve 
25 7  35 3 1  24 2 .  Tend t o  approve 
25 3 5  ::1 16 38 3 .  Tend t o  d i s app rove  
1 0 2 8  13 5  5 4 .  S t rong ly  d i sapprove  
6 7 2 8 0  0 .  No op in ion  
*2 0  * l  * l  0  9 ,  NA 
V21 R14 DUIL Reduct .Reason (QA4a. Why do you f e e l  t h a t  
way?) Responses=2 MD=00,99 
Percent  ages  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
S t rong ly  Approve (QA4) because :  
11 7  6  12  24 10 .  S t a t i s t i c a l  s t u d i e s  have shown t h a t  .15% BAC is 
h ighe r  t h a n  t h e  p o i n t  a t  which a  person is an 
unsa fe  d r i v e r ;  . l o %  BAC is  a  more r ea sonab l e  
presumptive l i m i t  f o r  DUIL. 
7 0 8 8 9  11. The r i s k  of a c c i d e n t  t o  t h e  g e n e r a l  d r i v i n g  p u b l i c  
w i l l  be  decreased  by a  r e d u c t i o n  i n  t h e  presumptive 
l i m i t .  
2 3 0 4 0  12.  Enforcement e f f o r t s  will be a ided  by t h e  r e d u c t i o n ;  
more d r i n k i n g  d r i v e r s  w i l l  l o s e  t h e i r  l i c e n s e s ;  
burden of proof w i l l  be on t h e  de fenden t .  
0 0 0 0 0  13.  A l t e r i n g  t h e  presumptive limits won' t  improve t h e  
s i t u a t i o n  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  SOS a t t i -  
tude  r e g a r d i n g  l i c e n s e  su spens ion  and t h e  c o u r t ' s  
tendency t o  put d r i v e r s  back on t h e  road .  
14 .  The presumpt ive  l i m i t  should  be even lower ;  pro- 
h i b i t i o n s  a g a i n s t  d r i v i n g  a f t e r  d r i n k i n g  even 
s t r o n g e r .  
15 .  General  f e e l i n g  t h a t  d r i n k i n g  and d r i v i n g  is  a  
s e r i o u s  problem which may be helped by a  r e d u c t i o n  
of t h e  presumptive BAC l i m i t .  
16.  Legal changes ,  by de f i t : i t i on ,  w i l l  h e l p .  
17 .  A . l o %  BAC does  no t  r c f l . e c t  impairment i n  every  
c a s e ;  au toma t i c  DUIL p e i l a l t i e s  unwarranted.  
18 .  Other  codab l e  r e sponse :  
To s c a r e  d r i n k e r s  o f f  t h e  road by lowering t h e  
neces sa ry  a l c o h o l  l e v e l  t o  c o n v i c t  them. 
But f e e l  t h a t  i f  i t  is t o o  low i t  opens t h e  way 
f o r  p o l i c e  t o  selectively h a r r a s s  unpopular  
t y p e s .  
P r e sen t  law is not  r each ing  t h e  problem. 
19 .  NA (QA4a o n l y )  
Tend t o  Approve (QA4) because :  ( s e e  f u l l  c a t e g o r i e s  . 
above)  
20. S t a t i s t i c a l  s t u d i e s  have shown t h a t  .15% BAC is 
t o o  h igh .  
21. The r i s k  of a c c i d e n t  will be dec rea sed .  
22. Enforcement e f f o r t s  w i l l  be a i d e d .  
23. Reducing t h e  presumptive I i m i t  won' t  h e l p  con- 
s i d e r i n g  t h e  SOS and c o u r t  a t t i t u d e s .  
24. The presumptive l i m i t  should  be even lower .  
25. General  f e e l i n g  t h a t  a r e d u c t i o n  w i l l  h e l p .  
26.  Legal changes ,  by d e f i n i t i o n ,  w i l l  h e lp .  
27. A -10% BAC does not  r e f l e c t  impairment i n  every  
c a s e .  
28. Other  codable  r e sponse :  
No proof  e i t h e r  way, i n c l u d i n g  t h i s  su rvey .  
B e t t e r  enforcement t o  p r e s e n t  law would pro- 
bably  be  s u f f i c i e n t .  
I t  would tend  t o  a l e r t  t h e  c i t i z e n  t o  t h e  i n -  
c r e a s e d  r i s k  of having an a c c i d e n t  a f t e r  
d r i n k i n g  imyror.  !-1 y and d r i v i n g  a f t e r w a r d s .  
9 0  12  1 2  0  29. NA (QA4a on ly )  
-. 
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  FD-frequent deft, ; :  o r s ;  I 1 ,  
ND=non-defenders; PJ=prosecut  o r s  , < !  u d g ~ : ;  
f e n d e r s ;  
P e r c e n t a g e s  --
TS FD ID ND PtJ 
1 7 0 0 5  
9 10 8 9 14 
Tend t o  Disapprove ( Q A 4 )  because :  
A . l o %  presumpt ive  l i m i t  is t o o  s e r i o u s  an 
i n v a s i o n  of  i n d i v i d u a l  r i g h t s .  
A . l o %  presumpt ive  l i m i t  is t o o  low ( t o o  r e s t r i c -  
t i v e )  f o r  many persons  who a r e  a b l e  t o  o p e r a t e  a  
v e h i c l e  s a f e l y  a t  t h a t  l i m i t .  
The p e n a l t i e s  ( l i c e n s e  suspens ion  and f i n a n c i a l  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n su rance )  a r e  t o o  s e v e r e  t o  be 
a p p l i e d  a t  t h e  . l o% l i m i t .  
DUlL c o n v i c t i o n s  w i l l  be  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  o b t a i n  
from j u r i e s  o r  judges because .15% BAC is a l r e a d y  
g e n e r a l l y  f e l t  t o  be t o o  low f o r  DUIL. 
Enforcement of t h e  p r e sen t  laws is  a  more appro- 
p r i a t e  s t r a t e g y .  
Presumptive l i m i t s  themselves a r e  i n a p p r o p r i a t e ;  
a  p r e s c r i b e d  l i m i t  would be more a p p r o p r i a t e .  
Reduct ion of t h e  presumptive l i m i t  won't  a f f e c t  
t h e  r a t e  of DUIL a r r e s t s  o r  c o n v i c t i o n s ;  won ' t  
accompl i sh  any th ing .  
Cour t s  a r e  t o o  burdened t o  handle e x t r a  ca se load  
gene ra t ed  by a  r e d u c t i o n  of t h e  presumptive l i m i t .  
O the r  codab l e  r e sponse :  
The p u n i t i v e  approach d i s r e g a r d s  t h e  t r u e  so lu -  
t i o n  t o  DUIL which is vo lun t a ry  a b s t i n e n c e  by 
t h e  problem d r i n k e r .  This  goa l  can be ach ieved  
b u t  we have ignored  i t  looking  f o r  a  gadget  
t o  c u r e  DUIL. 
Need more i n fo rma t ion  a s  t o  d r i v i n g  a b i l i t y ,  
r e a c t i o n  t ime ,  e t c .  a t  , 1 0 1  BAC. 
The compulsory l i c e n s e  suspens ion  g e n e r a t e s  t o o  
much p r e s s u r e  f o r  p l ea  b a r g a i n i n g .  
I n s u f f i c i e n t  p r a c t i c a l  ev idence  t o  suppor t  such  
a change ,  inasmuch a s  background s u p p o r t i n g  
s t a t i s t i c s  must a l s o  be examined i n  o r d e r  f o r  
me t o  g i v e  any weight  t o  s t a t i s t i c a l  con- 
c l u s i o n s .  
Legal p h i l o s o p h i c a l  grounds-I ques t i on  whether 
" impaired" d r i v i n g  should  be a  c r i m i n a l  
o f f e n s e ,  though I  b e l i e v e  i t  might be proper  
ground f o r  temporary r e v o c a t i o n  of d r i v i n g  
p r i v i l e g e .  
Also I  b e l i e v e  BAC is  a  compulsory s e l f -  
i n c r i m i n a t i o n  d e v i c e ,  c u r r e n t  a p p l a t e  op in ions  
t o  t h e  c o n t r a r y  no t  w i th s t and ing  and u n j u s t i -  
f i e d  except  where an a c c i d e n t  has occured .  
Second r e sponse .  The Washtenaw County program 
is a  much b e t t e r  approach.  DUIL should  e l i -  
mated but  t h e  c o u r t s  g iven  more d i s c r e t i o n  
and h ighe r  maximums f o r  " impai red" .  
I  have no conf idence  i n  t h e  s t a n d a r d  t e s t  f o r  . 
measur ing  BAC. 
When t h e  s t a t e  s e l l s  l i q u o r  and a l l ows  18 yea r  
o l d s  t o  d r i n k  and d r i v e  a  c e r t a i n  measure of 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  is assumed by t h e  s t a t e  which 
cannot  mora l l y ,  be passed on t o  i t s  c i t i z e n s .  
Second r e sponse .  Also t h e r e  is l i t t l e  l i k e l i -  
hood of  any good r e s u l t s  u n t i l  t h e  s t a t e  g e t s  
o u t  of t h e  l i q u o r  b u s i n e s s .  
Not s u f f i c i e n t  knowledge of r e s u l t s  of drunk 
d r i v i n g ,  communications t o  p u b l i c  weak. 
I  d o n ' t  b e l i e v e  t h e  presumption should  be s o  
h e a v i l y  weighted s i n c e  I hones t l y  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
j u r i e s  a l r e a d y  c a r r y  a  presumption of g u i l t  
r a t h e r  t han  innocence .  
I'm not  s u r e  t h i s  is r e a l l y  g e t t i n g  a t  t h e  main 
f a c t o r ,  o r  even a  main f a c t o r  i n  a u t o  a c c i -  
d e n t s .  I 'm more concerned about  removing 
pe r sons  who a r e  d r i v i n g  un l awfu l ly ,  o r  persons  
w i th  a  long s e r i e s  of v i o l a t i o n s ,  from thq  road .  
-- .- 
! S = t o t a l  sample ;  FD=frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID=inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
I 3-znon-defenders; P J=prosecu to r s ,  judges  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
5 1 0  4  4  0  
3 8 .  Othe r  codab l e  r e sponse  ( con t  ' d)  . 
Second r e s p o n s e .  And l e g i s l a t i o n  of t h i s  s o r t  
t e n d s  t o  obsure  t h e  need f o r  more fundamental 
approaches  t o  t h e  problem. 
The problem is not  s o l v e d  by t a k i n g  a  p e r s o n ' s  
l i c e n s e  away f i n e  and/or  j a i l .  The problem 
is  s o c i a l  and e d u c a t i o n a l ,  no t  l e g a l .  
39 .  NA (QA4a o n l y )  
S t r o n g l y  Disapprove (QA4) because :  ( s ee  f u l l  c a t e -  
g o r i e s  above) 
40 .  I n v a s i o n  of r i g h t s .  
41 .  Person  can  d r i v e  s a f e l y  a t  . l o %  BAC. 
42.  P e n a l t i e s  t o o  s e v e r e .  
43 .  DUIL c o n v i c t i o n s  more d i f f i c u l t  a t  . l o %  BAC. 
44 .  Enforcement more a p p r o p r i a t e .  
45 .  Presumpt ive  limits i n a p p r o p r i a t e .  
46 .  Reduct ion  of l i m i t  won' t  h e l p  DUIL a r r e s t s  and 
c o n v i c t i o n s .  
47.  Cour t s  t o o  burdened a l r e a d y .  
48. O t h e r  codab l e  r e sponse :  
Do n o t  f e e l  t h a t  more DUIL c o n v i c t i o n s  s o l v e  
any problems;  under t h e  p r e s e n t  system DUIL 7 
c o n v i c t i o n  c a u s e s  more problems than  i t  s o l v e s .  
BAC no t  s u f f i c i e n t l y  r e l i a b l e  o r  competent ly 
a d m i n i s t e r e d .  
I  am no t  convinced of t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  
machine and even more s o  of t h e  o p e r a t o r s .  
Second r e s p o n s e .  P e n a l t i e s  a r e  t o t a l l y  unre-  
l a t e d  t o  t h e  problem. 
Leaves more drunk d r i v e r s  on t h e  road .  
Moves i n  t h e  wrong d i r e c t i o n .  
49. NA (QA4a o n l y )  
No Opinion (QA4) because :  
01.  No knowledge of c o n c l u s i v e  ev idence  about  e i t h e r  
l i m i t .  
02.  Ba l anc ing  problem between s o c i a l  r i s k  and 
i n d i v i d u a l  r i g h t s .  
03.  Changes i n  t h e  l e g a l  system w i l l  no t  a f f e c t  t h e  
i n c i d e n c e  of drunk d r i v i n g .  
08.  O the r  codab l e  r e sponse :  
I t  would be  b e t t e r  f o r  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  t o  make 
it no l onge r  mandatory f o r  t h e  judge t o  i n -  
s t r u c t  on t h e  l e s s e r  i nc luded  o f f e n s e  of 
DWAI. DWAI shou ld  be l e g i s l a t e d  ou t  of 
e x i s t e n c e .  Also ,  t h e  emphasis  of t h e  l e g i -  
s l a t i o n  above is misp l aced ;  t h e  p l an  w i l l  no t  
i n c r e a s e  t h e  r a t e  of  DUIL c o n v i c t i o n s  o r  
s o l v e  a n y t h i n g .  
I  wonder i f  i t  would make any p r a c t i c a l  d i f -  
f e r e n c e  i n  r educ ing  a c c i d e n t s .  
09 .  NA (QA4a o n l y )  
99.  NA (Q4 & Q4a) 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments: 
( 40 ,41 )  The p e n a l t i e s  a r e  t o o  s e v e r e  f o r  DUIL 
(15) Dr iv ing  is  hazardous enough when everybody is 
s t o n e  c o l d  sober-why add t o  t h e  r i s k s ?  The 
Swedish approach is even b e t t e r .  
(32) While I  r e cogn ize  t h e  problem I  wonder i f  any- 
one c o u l d  go ou t  t o  d inne r  w i thou t  running  
t h e  r i s k  of l o s i n g  h i s  l i c e n s e .  
(01) P.S.-,I do no t  d r i n k  nor  do I  b e l i e v e  i n  
p r o h i b i t i o n .  
(25 ,21)  Homicides g e t  t h e  newspaper h e a d l i n e s ,  bu t  
d r i n k i n g  d r i v e r s  do a  good d e a l  more k i l l i n g  
t h a n  t h e  man w i t h  t h e  gun. 
' J 'S- total  sample ;  FD=frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID- inf requent  d e i e n d e r s ;  
XD-non-defenders; P J = p r o s e c u t o r s ,  judges  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
1 4  7  2 1  1 0  24 
1 0 0 2 0  
0 0 0 0 0  
1 3 0 0 0  
2 0 4 2 0  
V22 R15 Brc!ath T e s t s - 4  (QA5. As you know, i m p l i e d  c o n s e n t  
l a w s  h a v c  b e c n  i n  e f f e c t  i n  l l i c h i g a n  s i n c e  1 9 6 7 ,  I n  
w h i c h  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  b e l o w  do  you t h i n k  t h e r e  s h o u l d  
b e  a  1n:lndatory p e n a l t y  f o r  r c f u s i ~ l g  t o  t a k e  a  b r e a t h  
t e s t  u n d e r  t h e  i m p l i e d  c o n s e n t  law?)  MD=99 
a .  When a  d r i v e r  is  a r r e s t e d  f o r  d runk  d r i v i n g .  
b .  When a  d r i v e r  is  s t o p p e d  i n  a  random r o a d  c h e c k  
c .  When a n  a p p a r e n t l y  d r u n k  p e r s o n  is  s e e n  g e t t i n g  
i n t o  a  d r i v e r ' s  s e a t .  
d .  When a  p e r s o n  who a p p e a r s  t o  h a v e  b e e n  d r i n k i n g  
is i n v o l v e d  i n  a  highway c r a s h .  
e .  O t h e r  
f .  I n  none  o f  t h e  a b o v e  s i t u a t i o n s .  
0 1 .  Drunk d r i v i n g  a r r e s t  o n l y  ( a ) .  
0 2 .  Random r o a d  c h e c k  o n l y  ( b ) .  
0 3 .  Drunk d r i v i n g  a r r e s t  and  random r o a d  c h e c k  (a  & b). 
0 4 .  Drunk i n  d r i v e r ' s  s e a t  o n l y  ( c ) .  
0 5 .  Drunk d r i v i n g  a r r e s t  a n d  d r u n k  i n  d r i v e r ' s  s e a t  
( b  & c ) .  
0 6 .  Random r o a d  c h e c k  a n d  d r u n k  i n  d r i v e r ' s  s e a t  
(b & c ) .  
0 7 .  Drunk d r i v i n g  a r r e s t ,  random r o a d  c h e c k ,  and  
d r u n k  i n  d r i v e r ' s  s e a t  (a  & b  & c ) .  9 
0 8 .  D r i n k i n g  i n  c r a s h  o n l y  ( d l .  
0 9 .  Drunk d r i v i n g  a r r e s t  a n d  d r i n k i n g  i n  c r a s h  ( a  & d ) .  
1 0 .  Random r o a d  c h e c k  a n d  d r i n k i n g  i n  c r a s h  ( b  & d ) .  
11. Drunk d r i v i n g  a r r e s t ,  random r o a d  c h e c k  and  d r i n k -  
i n g  i n  c r a s h  ( a  & b  & d ) .  
1 2 .  Drunk i n  d r i v e r ' s  s e a t  a n d  d r i n k i n g  i n  c r a s h  
(C  & d l .  
13. Drunk d r i v i n g  a r r e s t ,  d r u n k  i n  d r i v e r ' s  s e a t  and  
d r i n k i n g  i n  c r a s h  (a  & c & d ) .  
1 4 .  Random r o a d  c h e c k ,  d r u n k  i n  d r i v e r ' s  s e a t  and  
d r i n k i n g  i n  c r a s h  (b  & c & d ) .  
1 5 .  Drunk d r i v i n g  a r r e s t ,  random r o a d  c h e c k ,  d r u n k  i n  
d r i v e r ' s  s e a t  and  d r i n k i n g  i n  c r a s h  (a & b  & c  & 
a ) .  
00 .  I n  none  o f  t h e  a b o v e  s i t u a t i o n s  ( f  o n l y  o r  e  o n l y ) .  
98. DK 
9 9 .  NA (on w h o l e  q u e s t i o n )  
* A d d i t i o n a l  comments :  
( 0 0 )  A g a i n ,  t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  o p e r a t o r s  o f  t h e  
m a c h i n e  is d o u b t f u l .  I f  t h i s  w e r e  c o r r e c t e d  
t h e n  a l l  c a s e s .  
(00 )  T h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  p r e s e n t  c i v i l  l i b e r t i e s  
q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  r e q u i r e  more d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s .  
( 0 9 )  I f  h a v e  p r o o f ,  r i g h t  t o  t r i a l  and  c o n v i c t i o n -  
same t e s t  a s  ( a )  a b o v e .  
( 0 9 )  (No te  c o n c e r n i n g  c a t e g o r y  b )  No! S e a r c h  and 
s e i z u r e  l a w s  a r e  good a n d  w o r t h  p r e s e r v i n g .  
( 0 0 )  I wonder  what  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  t e s t s  g i v e n  i n  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  l o c a l i t y  r e v e a l  a  . l o %  BAC o r  o v e r .  
( 0 0 )  1 d o n ' t  b e l i e v e  i n  m a n d a t o r y  c o m p u l s i o n  o f  a n y  
fo rm . 
( 0 0 )  However,  f a c t s  s u r r o u n d i n g  s h o u l d  b e  admiss -  
i a b l e  i n  t e s t i m o n y .  
(98) I h a v e  n o  knowledge on t h i s  s u b j e c t .  
( 0 0 )  hfandatory  p e n a l t i e s  f o o l i s h  and u n j u s t .  
(01 )  And t h e r e  a r e  no e x t e n s u a t i n g  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  
s u c h  a s  l e a d  i n j u r y  o r  i l l n e s s .  
(00 )  The t e r m  " p e n a l t y "  i m p l i e s  c r i m i n a l  s a n c t i o n s  
w h i c h  c a n ' t  b e  imposed f o r  r e f u s i n g  t h e  t e s t .  
The p r i v i l e g e  o f  d r i v i n g  c a n  b e  t a k e n  away a s  
a  " p e n a l t y "  i n  t h e  c i v i l  s e n s e  and s h o u l d  b e  
when t h e r e ' s  u n r e f u t e d  e v i d e n c e  o f  i n t o x i -  
i c a t  i o n .  
(15) How d o  yo11 know I know? ( r e g a r d i n g  QA5. A s  you 
know. .  . )  . 
( 1 5 )  I f  h e  is o r  migh t  h a v e  b e e n  a  d r i v e r .  
---- 
T S = t o t a l  s a m p l e  ; I'll f ' :  cqise:lt d e f e n d e r s ;  I D = i n f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ;  
ND=non-defenders  ; !'.I j secu t o r s ,  j u d g e s  
Percen t ages  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
91  86 90 93 91 
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
44 42 37 50 33 
42 3 1  39 42 62 
11 1 5  20 6 5  
4 1 1  4 2  0  
0 0 0 0 0  
*11 *3 *3 * 5  0  
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
56 64 55 53 57 
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
71  75 76 63 86 
26 21 22 33 14 
2 0 2 3 0  
1 4 0 1 0  
0 0 0 0 0  
*10 *1  *3 * 6  0  
~ 2 3  ~ 1 6  Brea th  Tes t s -Other  (QA5) MD-9 
0 .  Other  not  checked .  
1. Whenever a  d r i v e r  is s topped  f o r  a moving vio- 
l a t i o n  w i thou t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  s u s p i c i o n  of d r i n k i n g .  
2 .  Whenever an a p p a r e n t l y  drunk d r i v e r  is  s topped  f o r  
a  moving v i o l a t i o n .  
3 .  Whenever a  d r i v e r  is  s u s p e c t e d  t o  have been d r ink -  
i n g ,  w i thou t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  r ea son  f o r  t h e  s t o p .  
5 .  Whenever a  d r i v e r  is a r r e s t e d  f o r  drunk d r i v i n g  
and has p r e v i o u s l y  been conv ic t ed  of a  drunk 
d r i v i n g  o f f e n s e .  
6 .  Whenever a  person  is  a r r e s t e d  f o r  any d r ink ing  
o f f e n s e  w i thou t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  d r i v i n g .  
7 .  Other  codab l e  r e sponse :  
When a  person  p l eads  g u i l t y  o r  is conv ic t ed  of 
DUIL. 
When t h e r e  is  a  pe r sona l  i n j u r y  c r a s h  and each  
d r i v e r  is capab l e  p h y s i c a l l y  of performing t h e  
t e s t .  
I n  random check i f  no a r r e s t  w i l l  f o l l o w - i . e .  i f  
drunk t aken  home. 
A f t e r  c o n v i c t i o n  of " impaired" a t  l e a s t .  
9 .  NA (whole q u e s t i o n )  
V24 R17 Enforcement Bnphasis (QA6. In  deve loping  an ex- 
panded program t o  reduce  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  c r a s h e s  i n  
Washtenaw County, how much emphasis do you t h i n k  i t  
would be d e s i r a b l e  t o  p l a c e  on each  of t h e  fo l l owing  
approaches?  QA6a. Grea t e r  p o l i c e  enforcement?)  MD=9 
1. A g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis 
2 .  Some emphasis 
3 .  L i t t l e  emphasis 
4 .  No emphasis  
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments: 
(2)  No g r e a t e r  emphasis .  
(2)  Don' t  t h i n k  problem w i l l  be so lved  by 
l e g i s l a t i o n .  
V25 R18 Campaign Ehphasis  (QAGb. Large-sca le  p u b l i c  in -  
f o rma t ion  campaigns . )  b! D= 9  
1. A g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis 
2 .  Some emphas is .  
3 .  L i t t l e  emphasis 
4 .  No emphasis  
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments: 
(3)  Doesn ' t  r e a c h  t h o s e  who need i t .  
V26 R19 Treatment  Emphasis (QA6c. Improved t r ea tmen t  
s e r v i c e s  f o r  problem d r i n k e r s . )  MD=9 
1 .  A g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis 
2 .  Some emphasis 
3 .  L i t t l e  emphasis 
4 .  No emphasis  
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
- 
?5- to ta l  sample;  FD-frequent  d e f e n d e r s ;  ID=inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
ND=non-defenders; P; p r o s e c u t o r s ,  judges  
-9- 
V27 520 Punishmcrlt Emphasis (QA6d. )lore s c v c r c  p e n a l t i e s  
p  Pe rcen t ages  f o r  conv ic t ed  drunk d r i v e r s . )  MD =9 
TS FD ID ND PJ 
3 1  18 20 41 24 1. A g r e a t  dea l  of emphasis 
33 14 30 39 33 2. Some emphasis 
18 21 20 14 29 3 .  L i t t l e  emphasis  
18 46 30 5  14 4 .  No emphasis 
1 0 0 1 0  8 .  DK 
* l o  * l  * 3  46 0 9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments: 
(1) I f  t h e  t y p e  and e x t e n t  of punishment were d i s -  
c r e t i o n a r y  w i th  t h e  judge .  
(1)  But on ly  i f  he is a  problem d r i n k e r  who r e f u s e s  
t o  h e l p  h imse l f  th rough t h e  program-2nd 
o f f e n s e  r u l e .  
( 1 )  Take away d r i v i n g  p r i v i l e g e s ,  no t  put i n  j a i l  
u n l e s s  d r i v e r s  w i thou t  v a l i d  l i c e n s e .  
(9) I  t end  t o  look upon persons  w i t h  "d r ink ing  pro- 
blems" a s  having a  s o c i a l  d i s e a s e  and no t  a s  
be ing  c r i m i n a l s ,  and acco rd ing ly  p r e f e r  
" t r ea tmen t "  over  " p e n a l t i e s " ,  s o  long  a s  t h e  
i n t e r e s t  of t h e  p u b l i c  is a l s o  p r o t e c t e d .  
(1)  Minimum 30 days j a i l ;  no excuses ,  fami ly  man, 
1st t i m e r  o r  n o t ,  use  t h e  Denmark approach;  
t r e a t  them l i k e  p o t e n t i a l  k i l l e r s ,  make 
examples of them. 
(3)  Because p e n a l t i e s  do not  c u r e  problem. 
(2)  Excluding t h e  mandatory f i n a n c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
i n s u r a n c e  t h i s  shou ld  be changed. 
(1)  Loss of l i c e n s e  should  be en fo rced .  
( 1 )  The c o u r t s  should  g e n e r a l l y  be making more 
s e v e r e  p e n a l t i e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  removing from t h e  
road  by j a i l  i f  neces sa ry .  However, i t  should  
no t  be an  unbending p o l i c y .  There a r e  always 
e x c e p t i o n s  and the law must be f l e x i b l e  t o  
a l l ow  f o r  such  e x c e p t i o n s .  
V28 R21 Antabuse Emphasis (QA6e. Having conv ic t ed  drunk 
d r i v e r s  use  t h e  drun .  Antabuse. which causes  nausea 
Pe rcen t ages  when a l c o h o l  is consbmed ( i f  m e d i c a l l y  a p p r o p r i a t e . )  
TS FD ID NB P J  MD=9 
39 41 44 32 52 1. A g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis 
31 3 1  29 29 48 2 .  some emphasis 
11 7  13 13 0  3 .  L i t t l e  emphasis  
18 17 1 5  24 0  4 .  No emphasis  
1 3 0 2 0  8 .  DK 
*5  0  $1 *4 0 9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments: 
(2)  Have some r e s e r v a t i o n s  h e r e ,  bu t  b e l i e v e  i t  is 
very good s o  f a r .  
(1)  I  f e a r  drug therapy  by t h e  s t a t e ;  bu t  I f e a r  
drunk d r i v e r s  more. 
(1) Only 2nd o r  3 r d  o f f e n d e r s .  
(1)  I f  a d r i n k i n g  "problem" e x i s t s ,  could  make i t  
a c o n d i t i o n  of p roba t  i o n .  
V2 9 
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
45 48 41 41 70 
37 41  43 37 20 
12  10 9  16 5  
6 0 7 7 5  
0 0  0  0  0  
*9 0  *3 *5 *I. 
R22 Educat ion Fmphasis (QAGf. S p e c i a l  a l c o h o l  edu- 
c a t i o n  c o u r s e s  f o r  conv ic t ed  drunk d r i v e r s .  ) MD=9 
1. A g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis 
2 .  Some emphasis 
3 .  L i t t l e  emphasis 
4 .  No emphasis 
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
- - . - - .- - - 
TS=to t a l  sample;  J'U f ' ~  cquent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID=inf requent  de f ende r s ;  
ND=non-def enclers ; J '  1;.j::r~*:ec\itors, judges  
- 10- 
R23 Random Check Emphasis (QAGg. Random road checks  by 
p o l i c e  t o  f i n d  drunk d r i v e r s  ( i f  made l e g a l l y  per-  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD I D  ND PJ  
1 6  22 11  17 19  
23 7  2 1  21 52 
1 6  1 5  17  18  5  
45 56 5 1  43 24 
1 0 0 1 0  
* l o  *2 *2 *6 0  
1. A g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis  
2 .  Some emphasis  
3 .  L i t t l e  emphasis  
4 .  No emphasis  
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
* A d d i t i o n a l  Comments: 
( 3 , 4 , 4 ) ( h )  and ( i ) ,  i n  my o p i n i o n ,  would be  uncon- 
s t i t u t i o n a l ;  (g )  b o r d e r s  on be ing  uncons t i -  
t u t i o n a l .  
(4)  Q6g. I  do no t  approve of random "checks" o r  
s e a r c h e s  of any k i n d !  I t  pe rmi t s  p o l i c e  
p o s s i b l y  t o  abuse  t h e i r  d i s c r e t i o n ,  and i t  
invades  fundamental  r i g h t s .  Same comment 
a p p l i e s  t o  A6h, A6i.  No o b j e c t i o n  i f  under 
a r r e s t .  
(1)  I f  no t  abused .  For i n s t a n c e ,  a s  an  excuse t o  
"shake down" a  v e h i c l e .  
V31 R24 P r e - a r r e s t  T e s t  Emphasis (QA6h. P r e - a r r e s t  b r e a t h  
t e s t s  of s u s p e c t e d  drunk d r i v e r s  ( i f  made l e g a l l y  
P e r c e n t a g e s  p e r m i s s i b l e ) .  ) MD=9 
TS FD ID ND PJ 
26 18 17  34 24 1. A g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis 
27 25  2 1  28 43 2 .  Some emphasis  
1 0  11 17 6  9  3 .  L i t t l e  emphasis  
36 46 45 3 1  24 4 .  No emphasis  
1 0 0 1 0  8 .  DK 
*10 * 1  *2 *7 0  9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments: (V31 c o n t  ' d .  ) 
(4)  Probably  no t  l e g a l .  
(4 )  U n c o n s t i t u t i o n a l .  
V32 R25 Videotape h p h a s i s  (QA6i. Videotaping of accused 
P e r c e n t a g e s  drunk d r i v e r s  a s  p a r t  of s o b r i e t y  t e s t i n g  p r o c e d u r e s . )  
TS FD ID ND PJ MD-9 
43  3 1  40 41  76 1. A g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis 
26 38 28 23 19 2. Some emphasis  
9 0  4 1 7  0  3 .  L i t t l e  emphasis  
2 1  31 28 1 9  5 4 .  No emphasis  
0 0 0 0 0  8 .  DK 
* 8  0 * 2 * 6  0 9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments : 
(1 )  XXXX-excellent. 
(1 )  Exce l l en t -bu t  shou ld  r e q u i r e  p roduc t ion  of t r i a l  
i n  every  c a s e .  
( 4 )  Absurd, n a i v e ,  dumb. 
(1)  Makes p r o s e c u t o r ' s  j ob  e a s i e r ;  l e s s  l i k e l y  f o r  
jury-months l a t e r  when defendant  is s o b e r - t o  
f e e l  s o r r y  f o r  him. 
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD I D  ND PJ  
3 7 4 1 0  
R17A No. Chl Emphasized (Number of countermeasures  r a t e d  
"a g r e a t  d e a l  of emphasis" i n  R17-R25.) MD=9 
0 .  None 
1. One 
2 .  Two 
3 .  Three 
4 .  Four 
5 .  F ive  
6 .  S i x  
7 .  Seven 
8 .  E ight  
9 .  NA on 3  o r  more itc 31s 
-- .- . . . 
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  FD=frequent defendel.:-, ; T I ) .  i :. 1 .:cluelit :&cnders; 
ND=non-def e n d e r s  ; PJ=prosecu to r s  , j udge .  
. 1 1 -  
V34 R26 Antnbuse Use Fccl i ng  (QA7. How do you f e e l  about 
t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  of a judge i nc lud ing  t h e  usc of  - -  - 
an tab us^ n s  a  c o n d i t i o n  of p roba t i on  f o r  conv ic t ed  
Pe rcen t  a g e s  drunk d r i v e r s  who a r e  problem d r i n k e r s ? )  MD=9 
TS FD I D  ND PJ 
41  52 39  33  67 1. S t r o n g l y  approve 
29 28 39 27 19 2 .  Tend t o  approve 
14 7  6 20 9 3 .  Tend t o  d i s app rove  
14 14 16 1 5  5  4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s app rove  
3 0 0 5 0  8 .  DK 
* l  0  0  1 0  9 .  NA 
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
7 17 8 2  14 
R27 Antabuse Use Reason (QA7a. Why do you f e e l  t h a t  
way?) Responses=2 MD=00,99 
S t rong ly  Approve (QA7) because : 
10 .  Exper ience  w i t h  t h e  Antabuse program has been 
p o s i t i v e .  
Concern about  ambiguous d i s t i n c t i o n  between pro- 
blem and s o c i a l  d r i n k e r s  w i th  r ega rd  t o  i n c l u s i o n  
of  a person  i n  t h e  program. 
S o c i a l  needs outweigh i n d i v i d u a l  r i g h t s  i n  t h e  
drunk d r i v i n g  problem. 
R e h a b i l i t a t i v e  e f f o r t s  thought  t o  be a  d e s i r a b l e  
approach  t o  drunk d r i v i n g  problem; t r ea tmen t  
b e t t e r  t h a n  punishment .  
The judge has t h e  power and a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  c o u r t  
beh ind  h i s  d e c i s i o n s .  
The u se  of Antabuse is  an a c c e p t a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  
t o  l i c e n s e  suspens ion  i n  many c a s e s .  
The Antabuse program is exper imenta l  and cannot  be 
endorsed  c o n c l u s i v e l y  u n t i l  r e s u l t s  show s u c c e s s .  
Genera l  f e e l i n g  t h a t  Antabuse may be u s e f u l  i n  
s o l v i n g  t h e  drunk d r i v i n g  problem; r ec id iv i sm 
w i l l  d e c r e a s e .  
Other  codeab l e  response  : 
P r e s e n t l y  i n  u s e .  
Problem d r i n k e r s  should  no t  have d r i v e r s  
l i c e n s e s .  
I f  based  upon a  medica l  op in ion  t h a t  a  "problem" 
e x i s t s .  
Would want review by i m p a r t i a l  medical  pane l  and 
recommendation a s  t o  use  of Antabuse. Antabuse 
is g r a p h i c .  
Second r e sponse :  y e t  I d o n ' t  t h i n k  a  judge is 
n e c e s s a r i l y  q u a l i f i e d  t o  p r e s c r i b e  medical  
t r e a t m e n t .  
. . .  b u t  b e l i e v e  t r u e  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  should  admini- 
s t e r  t o g e t h e r  w i th  p r e s e n t  s t a f f ,  i . e .  M D ' s  
who a r e  a c t i v e l y  involved  f u l l - t i m e .  
O . K .  w i t h  sound d i s c r e t i o n  of judge a s  m o d i f i e r .  . 
I trust t h e  judgment of t h e  judge .  . . .  bu t  shou ld  be vo lun t a ry  perhaps  encourage 
w i t h  t ime-off  j a i l  s e n t e n c e .  
I t  would make them i l l  and t h e r e f o r e  aware of 
t h e  t r agedy  they  might cause  i f  t h e i r  d r i nk -  
i n g  h a b i t  is mixed w i th  d r i v i n g .  
Second r e sponse :  p sycho log i ca l l y  w i l l  l e t  
d r i n k e r  know he i s  d e f i n i t e l y  under c o u r t  c a r e .  
Most problem d r i n k e r s  w i l l  no t  admit t o  a  
"problem" 
NA (QA7a o n l y )  
Tend t o  Approve(QA7) because :  ( s e e  f u l l  c a t e g o r i e s  above) 
1 0 2 0 0  20.  P o s i t i v e  expe r i ence  
3 3 8 2 0  21. ~ r o b l e m / s o c i a l  d r i n k e r  d i s t i n c t i o n  u n c l e a r .  
1 0 2 1 0  22. S o c i a l  v s .  i n d i v i d u a l  r i g h t s .  
3 0 6 2 5  23. R e h a b i l i t a t i v e  e f f o r t s  d e s i r a b l e .  
1 0 2 0 0  24. Judge has power of t h e  c o u r t .  
1 0 0 3 0  25. Antabuse i n s t e a d  of l i c e n s e  su spens ion .  
1 3 2 1 0  26.  Antabuse s t i l l  expe r imen ta l .  
5 3 6 5 5  27 .  Antabuse may h e l p .  
.-- - 
TS= ?.I. 1 sample ;  FD=frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID=inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
NDy-r:. 1 .  . d e f ende r s  ; P J = p r o s e c u t o r s ,  judges  
Percen t ages  
)rS FD 111 N D S  
7 1 0  4  8 5 
Tend :..o Approve ( c o n t ' d )  -
2 8 .  0 ; ;her  codab l e  r e sponse  : 
But may be  c i v i l  r i g h t s  v i o l a t i o n  u n l e s s  
v o l u n t a r y .  
I f  no t  used i n  a  c o e r c i v e  manner. 
But n o t  s u r e  i t  is t h e  c u r e - a l l  c laimed t o  b e .  
But would w i s h  t o  know more about  medical  
h a z a r d s ,  i f  any.  
But t h e  program shou ld  c o n t i n u e  a f t e r  any sus -  
pens ion  of d r i v i n g  p r i v i l e g e s  has been removed. 
Second r e sponse :  bu t  must be medica l  approva l  
by YD. 
S u b j e c t  t o  medica l  a p p r o v a l .  
Only when m e r i t e d  i n  i n d i v i d u a l  f a c t  s i t u a t i o n s .  
But Antabuse shou ld  be coupled  w i th  r e g u l a r  
c o u n s e l i n g  program-how much w i l l  i t  c o s t ?  
But t o t a l  t he r apy  is  needed-enforced use  of 
Antabuse could  l e a d  t o  more s e v e r e  psycho- 
l o g i c a l  problems.  
But would want t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of o t h e r  remedies  
o r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  be ing  e x p l o r e d .  
Second r e s p o n s e :  bu t  d o n ' t  r e a l l y  l i k e  s o c i e t y  
g e t t i n g  i n t o  mandatory drug  c o n t r o l  programs. 
Depends upon a l t e r n a t i v e .  Antabuse o r  what? 
Danger of o f f e n s e  must be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  impose 
r e s t r i c t i v e  p roba t i on  te rms  and Antabuse t r e a t -  
ment n o t  s o  i nconven ien t  ( a s  o t h e r  terms may 
b e ) .  
But some problems r e l a t e d  t o  u s e .  
The i d e a  is b a s i c a l l y  good; bu t  I v i s u a l i z e  
some d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  e n f o r c i n g  i t .  
2 9 .  NA (QA7a. o n l y )  
Tend t o  d i s app rove  (QA7) because :  
30. Antabuse is  t o o  s u p e r f i c i a l  a  form of  t r e a t m e n t ;  
won' t  s o l v e  probiem of i n d i v i d u a l  m o t i v a t i o n .  
31.  The use  of Antabuse a s  a  c o n d i t i o n  of p roba t i on  is  
unaccep t ab l e  a s  an i n v a s i o n  of i n d i v i d u a l  
r i g h t s ;  shou ld  no t  be f o r c e d .  
32 .  The use  of Antabuse is  a c c e p t a b l e  on ly  a s  an a l -  
t e r n a t i v e  t o  l i c e n s e  s u s p e n s i o n .  
33 .  J u d i c i a l  competence doesnot  i n c l u d e  knowledge of  
medic ine  o r  psychology which a r e  needed i n  
de t e rmin ing  whether  o r  no t  an i n d i v i d u a l  is a  
problem d r i n k e r  and i f  Antabuse is a p p r o p r i a t e .  
34 .  Treatment  is not  t h e  answer t o  d r i n k i n g  d r i v e r  
problem. 
35. Problem d r i n k e r s  shou ld  not  d r i v e  a t  a l l ;  should  
have t h e i r  l i c e n s e s  suspended .  
36.  Antabuse must be  accep t ed  v o l u n t a r i l y  t o  do any 
good. 
37 .  Genera l  doub t s  a s  t o  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of Antabuse 
i n  p r e v e n t i n g  d r i v i n g  a f t e r  d r i n k i n g .  
38 .  Other  codab l e  r e sponse :  
Lack of  i n fo rma t ion  about  t h e  d rug .  
I n s u f f i c i e n t  i n f o r m a t i o n .  
No s e r i o u s  o b j e c t i o n .  
39 .  NA (QA7a o n l y )  
S t r o n g l y  Disapprove (QA7) because :  ( s ee  f u l l  c a t e g o r i e s  
above)  
40. Antabuse is t o o  s u p e r f i c i a l  a  form of t r e a t m e n t .  
41 .  Antabuse unaccep t ab l e  a s  an i nvas ion  of i n d i v i d u a l  
r i g h t s .  
4 2 .  Antabuse a c c e p t a b l e  on ly  a s  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  
l i c e n s e  s u s p e n s i o n .  
43.  Antabuse no t  w i t h i n  j u d i c i a l  competence.  
4 4 .  Treatment no t  t h e  answer.  
45.  Problem d r i n k e r s  should  no t  d r i v e .  
46 .  Antabuse must be accep t ed  v o l u n t a r i l y  t o  do any 
good. 
;.:!it t i c  f e nde r s  ; ID=inf r e c p n t  d e f e n d e r s  ; 
1 - ,,cul;o:.s, judges  
Percen t ages  
TS FD ID ND I ' J  
1 0 2 0 5  
S t r o n g l y  Disapprove ( con t  ' d )  
- - 47.  Genera l  doub t s  a s  t h c  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of Antabuse. 
2 3 2 2 0  48. O the r  codab l e  r e sponse :  
Not s u r e  i t ' s  l e g a l .  
S u s p i c i o u s  of d rugs .  
Second r e sponse :  t o o  much l a t i t u d e  i n  s en t cnc -  
i n g  now. 
Second r e sponse :  t h e  problem is t h e  c o r r e c t i o n  
of d r i n k i n g  and d r i v i n g ,  not  d r i n k i n g  pe r  s e .  
4 7 4 4 0  49 .  NA (QA7a o n l y )  
* 1  0  0  * 1  0  99 .  NA (QA7 €i A7a) 
* A d d i t i o n a l  Comments 
(23) . . .  i f  second c o n v i c t i o n .  
(27)  . . .  and i f  en fo rced .  
(31)  I  d o n ' t  know enough about  Antabuse. 
(33)  Query:  Are t h e r e y  any s i d e  e f f e c t s  t o  t h e  drug 
o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  d e s i r e d  one?? Can i t  be 
dangerous f o r  some people  t o  t a k e  i t ? ?  
(33) I  r e a l l y  d o n ' t  know any th ing  about  t h i s ,  s o  am 
nena t  i v e  . 
(49)  probyem d r i n k e r s - t o o  s u b j e c t i v e .  
(88)  I  d o n ' t  know t h e  s i d e  e f f e c t s  of Antabuse and . .
how o r  f requency  i t  must be t a k e n .  
(88)  I  r e a l l y  d o n ' t  know enough about  Antabuse t o  
have a  v a l i d  op in ion .  
(88)  I  am uninformed conce rn ing  t h e  drug Antabuse. 
V36 R28 Value of Antabuse (Q.48. I n  g e n e r a l ,  how much va lue  
do  vou t h i n k  t h e  u se  of Antabuse du r ing  p roba t i on  is 
l i k e l y  t o  have i n  h e l p i n g  problem d r i n k e r s  t o  g a i n  con- 
t r o l  o f  t h e i r  d r i n k i n g  and t h u s  t o  avo id  r e p e a t i n g  
Pe rcen t ages  t h e i r  o f f e n s e  a f t e r  t h e  p roba t i ona ry  p e r i o d ? )  MD=9 
TS FD ID ND PJ 
23 41  23 13 48 1. Q u i t e  a  l o t  of va lue  
37 28 54 32 38 2 .  Some va lue  
19  17 13 25 9  3 .  Not much va lue  
21  14 11 3 1  5 0 .  No op in ion  
*1 0  *1 0  0  9 .  NA 
* A d d i t i o n a l  Comments 
(1)  Q u i t e  a  l o t  of va lue  i n  some c a s e s ,  b u t  probably 
no vahe t o  t h e  " i n c u r a b l e s " ,  i f  t hey  e x i s t .  I 
b e l i e v e  t h r e a t  of l o s s  of d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  is  
of equa l  va lue  i n  many c a s e s .  
(1)  Q u i t e  a  l o t  of va lue  i n  some c a s e s  I would su s -  
p e c t ;  p robably  no va lue  i n  o t h e r s .  I t  a t  l e a s t  
f o r c e s  a  s o b e r i n g  up p e r i o d  du r ing  which a  
person  can  r e f l e c t  on h i s  problem--some w i l l  
s o l v e  i t ,  some won ' t .  
(1)  Hearsay only-concede t h a t  I  am no t  med ica l l y  
q u a l i f i e d  t o  answer t h i s  question--hID's shou ld  
answer t h i s  q u e s t i o n .  
(2 )  I f  t hey  can accep t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  pro-  
blem d r i n k e r s .  
(2)  Does n o t  c u r e  t h e  b a s i c  problem which i n v o l v e s  
t h e  d r i n k i n g  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l a c e .  
(2 )  Must have o t h e r  fol low-up.  
(3)  I f  made a  c o n d i t i o n  of p r o b a t i o n ,  bu t  more i f  on 
a  v o l u n t a r y  b a s e s .  
(0)  Depends upon t h e  r ea son  behind t h e  d r i n k i n g .  
(0) T h i s  is a  medica l  q u e s t i o n .  
(0)  Not enough e x p e r i e n c e .  
(0) I  have no f a c t s  on t h i s .  
(0 )  How do I know? Give us  some r e s e a r c h  r e s u l t s  on 
which t o  ba se  an o p i n i o n .  
(0) I  have no knowledge on t h i s  s u b j e c t .  
.. .- 
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  P'JI - f rc : , i  . , :  d e f e n d e r s ;  ID= in f r equen t  d e f e n d e r s ;  
ND=non-defenders; J ,J-prci .  : \ ) t o r s ,  judges  
V37 R29 Alcoho l i c  P c r c e n t n ~ c  (QA9. What pe rcen t  of t h e  
a d u l t s  01 \Ynshtcnaw County would you guess  a r e  
P e r c e n t i l e s  a l c o h o l i c s  o r  have s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  problems?) 
TS FD I D  ND P J  MD=98,99 
1 0 . 3 4 2 3 3  97 .  97-100 
30 .  5 5 5 5 5  98 .  DK 
50.  7 9 1 0  5 7 99 .  NA 
70.  10 1 5  10 10  10 
90 .  20 29 20 20 20 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(10)  Pure  g u e s s .  
(20)  R e a l ,  guess !  Why a sk  t h i s  q u e s t i o n ?  
(98) No o p i n i o a - d e f i n i t i o n a l  problem wi th  " loaded" 
q u e s t i o n s !  
(98)  No b a s i s  f o r  gues s .  
P e r c e n t a g e s  V38 
TS FD ID N D  PJ 
1 0 0 1 0  
12 7  17 1 2  10  
30  28 21 36  25 
28 28 34 23  40 
16  17  1 9  13 25  
. 4 1 0 4 3 0  
1 3 2 1 0  
0 0 0 0 0  
7  7  2 1 0  0  
*5  0 *2 *2 *l 
P e r c e n t  a g e s  
TS FD I D  ND PJ 
0 0 0 0 0  
11 22 19  6  5 
32  4 1  27 33 25 
48 22 54 52 50 
6 7  0  6 1 5  
3 7 0 3 5  
*5  *2 $1 * 1  *1  
R29.A Alcoho l i c  8-7 (R29 Col lapsed)  MD=9 
0 .  None 
1. 1 - 3 s  
2 .  4-5s 
3 .  6-105 
4.  11-20s 
5 .  21-30? 
6 .  31-5070 
7 .  51-100% 
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
R30 Alcoholism Success  (QA10. How o f t e n  do you t h i n k  
pe r sons  w i t h  s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  problems a r e  a b l e  t o  
overcome t h e s e  problems?)  MD=9 
1 .  Almost a lways 
2 .  hlost of t h e  t ime  
3 .  About h a l f  t h e  t ime  
4 .  Only o c c a s i o n a l l y  
5 .  Almost never  
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(2)  I f  t h e y  a r e  ready  (men ta l l y )  f o r  h e l p .  
(2)  With i n t e n s i v e  psycho- therapy .  
( 2 )  With i n t e n s e  t h e r a p y .  
(2)  With p rope r  approach .  
(2) Would gues s  i f  have adequate  h e l p  and s u p p o r t ,  
but I have no i dea  what t h e  a c t u a l  s t a t i s t i c s  
a r e .  
(2 )  With p rope r  m o t i v a t i o n  and t r e a t m e n t .  
(3 )  Over a  long  p e r i o d  of t i m e .  
(3)  Now-rate cou ld  be b e t t e r .  
(3 )  I d o n ' t  r e a l l y  have an informed op in ion .  
(4)  Without t h e  Antabuse program and o t h e r  pro- 
f e s s i o n a l  a i d s .  
(4 )  Under c u r r e n t  programs and a v a i l a b l e  medica l  and 
r e h a b i l i t a t i v e  h e l p .  
(4 )  As c o n d i t i o n s  s t a n d  now. 
(5)  Pure g u e s s .  hly god-what a r e  you t r y i n g  t o  prove 
by t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ?  
(5 )  Alone. 
(8) None of t h e  below-too i n d i v i d u a l  t o  g e n e r a l i z e .  
(8) No o p i n i o n s ;  presume t h a t  hlD's who work i n  a r e a  
shou ld  have answers .  
------- ---. - 
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  FD-frequent d e f e n c ; t . . ~ . s ;  lD=infrc>! i . !c : l l .  d e f c n d c r s ;  
Percen t ages  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
29 4 5  33 14 70  
Percen t ages  
TS FD ID ND 
R31 IIelpful  O r g a n i z a t i o n  (QA11. Do you know t h e  names 
of any a g e n c i c s  or  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  Washtenaw County 
which o f f e r  h e l p  f o r  d r i n k i n g  problems? QAl l a .  Which 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  do you know abou t? )  Response=3 MD-9 
1. WCCA 
2 .  A A  
3 .  Ozone House; Drug Help;  Free  C l i n i c  
4 .  S o c i a l  s e r v i c e  a g e n c i e s  
5 .  Mental  h e a l t h  agenc i e s  
6 .  C r i s i s  C l i n i c  
7. I I o s p i t a l s  
8 .  Other  codab l e  r e sponse :  
P r i v a t e  p s y c h i a t r i c  a g e n c i e s .  A l l  depending on 
n a t u r e  of problem. 
Alcoholism In fo rma t ion  Cen te r ,  t h e  S o c i a l  S e r v i c e  
Agencies .  
Alcohol  In fo rma t ion  Cen te r .  
Tesmar House; Alcohol  Rehab. Center  (Mr. 
Henderson) .  
Summit S t r e e t ,  Medical  Cen te r .  
Voluntary  o r  p r o b a t e  p roceed ings .  
Washtenaw County Counci l  o f  Churches. 
Churches.  




I n d i v i d u a l  c h u r c h e s ,  Bethlehem Uni ted  Church o f  
C h r i s t  and t h e  c o u r t s .  
WASAP, 
D i s t r i c t  c o u r t s .  
WASAP. 
Court  r e l a t e d  programs. 
D i s t r i c t  c o u r t ,  Alcohol Counselor-Ralph upe r .  




U n i v e r s i t y  of  Michigan,  Washtenaw County. 
D r .  S e l z e r ' s  NPI program; Episcopa l  Church on 
N. D i v i s i o n ,  Ann Arbor. 
Washtenaw County Antabuse Program. 
A lcoho l i c  Treatment  Cen te r .  
9 .  NA 
0. No, knows no h e l p f u l  o r g a n i z a t i o n ;  no second o r  
t h i r d  r e sponse  
R32 Agencies Suggested (QAllb. Which of  t h e s e  o rgan i -  
z a t i o n s  ( i f  any )  have you recommended t o  persons  who 
appeared  t o  you t o  need a l c o h o l  he lp? )  Responses=3 MD=9 
1. WCCA 
2 .  AA 
3 .  Ozone House; Drug Help; Free  C l i n i c  
4 .  S o c i a l  s e r v i c e  agenc i e s  
5.  Mental h e a l t h  agenc i e s  
6 .  Crisis C l i n i c  
7 .  l I o s p i t a l s  
8 .  Other  
9 .  NA 
0. None; i n a p . ,  knows no h e l p f u l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ;  no 
second o r  t h i r d  r e sponse  
---. . 
TS=to t z?  sample ;  YP - lrcs; & . n  i de fende r s  ; ID=in f r equen t  d e f e n d e r s ;  
ND=non, d e f e n d e r s ;  i ' , :  : p ~ : ,  . c:' : o r s ,  judges  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID N D  
V42 R33 Not Deny Right  (QA12. No person  shou ld  be denied  
t h e  r i g h t  t o  d r i v e  i f  he necds h i s  c a r  t o  g e t  t o  work . )  
- - - -  PJ  MD= 9  
7  17 12 3  5 1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
22 28 27 20 9  2.  Tend t o  a g r e e  
3 1  24 33  32 29 3 .  Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
40 3 1  29  45 57 4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
0 0 0 0 0  8 .  DK 
$1 0  0  $1 0  9 .  NA 
* A d d i t i ~ n a l  Comments 
(3 )  Problem d r i n k e r s  a r e  a  s o c i a l  "pub l i c "  problem. 
A s  long  a s  s o c i e t y  pe rmi t s  o r  encourages  d r ink -  
i n g ;  t h e n  t h e r e  a l s o  e x i s t s  a  p u b l i c  du ty  t o  
a t t emp t  t o  e l i m i n a t e  t h e  accompanying problems.  
(2)  Q u e s t i o n  is one of a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  each  s i t u -  
a t i o n  and a "second chance".  
(1)  . . .  and demons t r a t e s  he can  d r i v e  w i th  s o b r i e t y .  
V43 R34 Too Much Fuss (QA13. Far t o  much f u s s  is made about  
P e r c e n t  a g e s  t h e  dange r s  of d r i n k i n g  and d r i v i n g . )  MD=9 
TS FD ID ND PJ 
1 3 0 1 0  1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
5 0 4 7 0  2. Tend t o  a g r e e  
23 3 1  33  16  20 3. Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
72 65  63 76 80  4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
0 0 0 0 0  8 .  DK 
$2  0  0  * 1  * 1  9 .  NA 
V44 R35 P o l i c e  P a t r o l  Ba r s  (QA14. The p o l i c e  shou ld  p a t r o l  
P e r c e n t a g e s  more around b a r s  and t a v e r n s  a t  n i g h t . )  hID=9 
TS FD ID ND PJ 
1 5  24 6  17 14 1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
47 24 51 49 62 2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
27 38 29 25  24 3. Tend t o  d i a a g r e e  
9  14 14  7 0  4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
1 0 0 2 0  8 .  DK 
*3 0  0  *3 0 9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(8)  I b e l i e v e  t hey  a l r e a d y  do! ("5" w r i t t e n  on l i n e  
b e f o r e  s t a t e m e n t ) .  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ  
8 1 4  2  9  5  
25 21 25  26 29 
44 41  49 39  62 
22 24 25  24 5  
1 0 0 1 0  
*2 0  0  *2  0  
R36 P o l i c e  P a t r o l  P a r t i e s  (QA15. The p o l i c e  shou ld  
p a t r o l  more around p l a c e s  where people  a r e  having 
p a r t i e s  a t  n i g h t .  ) MD=9 
1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
3 .  Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
* A d d i t i o n a l  Comments 
(3)  I n  t h e o r y  concept  is v a l i d ,  bu t  i t  is imprac- 
t i c a l  (even w i t h  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and manpower 
problems p r e c l u d e d ) .  
(2 )  I  d o n ' t  b e l i e v e  i n  a  " p o l i c e  s t a t e "  p l u s  r e s p e c t  
f o r  s e a r c h  and s e i z u r e  and t r e p a s s  r u l e s .  
V46 R37 Record A l l  Alcohol (QA16. A l l  a l c o h o l - r e l a t e d  con- 
v i c t i o n s  shou ld  be e n t e r e d  on a  d r i v e r ' s  r e c o r d  
whether  o r  no t  they  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  d r i v i n g  ( e . g .  
P e r c e n t a g e s  "drunk and d i s o r d e r l y " ) . )  MD= 9  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
1 5  17 4  18 24 1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
28 31 27 25  48 2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
25  17 25 28 24 3 .  Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
31 3 5  45  30  5  4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
0 0 0 0 0  8 .  DK 
*3  0  0  *3 0 9 .  NA - 
T S - t o t a l  sample ; FD=frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID-inf r equen t  de f ende r s  ; 
ND- lion-def ende r s  ; PJ -p rosecu to r s ,  judges  
-17- 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments (R37 con t  Id .  ) 
(2)  J u s t  f o r  r e f e r e n c e  t o  c o u r t s  o r  p r o s e c u t o r s  o r  
c i t y  a t t o r n e y s  on ly-not  t o  o t h e r s .  
(4) Some a r e  n e g o t i a t e d  p l e a s ,  and i f  person  is  
smar t  enough t o  walk when d runk -bene f i t .  
V47 R38 S p e c i a l  P l a t e s  (QA17. D r i v e r s  c o n v i c t e d  of a l c o h o l  
r e l a t e d  t r a f f i c  o f f e n s e s  shou ld  have s p e c i a l  l i c e n s e  
P e r c e n t a g e s  p l a t e s  on t h e i r  c a r s  s o  they  can  be e a s i l y  i d e n t i f i e d . )  
TS FD ID ND PJ  MD=9 
5 0 4 8 0  1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
1 0  0  10  9  24 2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
29 28 25  3 1  29 3 .  Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
56 72 60 51  48 4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
1 0 0 1 0  8 .  DK 
*4  0  * 1  *3 0  9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(1)  1 have urged t h i s  f o r  y e a r s .  I t  would be t h e  
most e f f e c t i v e  I  b e l i e v e .  
(4)  How about  armbands f o r  t h e  r i c h  a s  w e l l ?  
(4)  The s c a r l e t  l e t t e r ?  (Su re ly  you 've  r ead  
Hawthrone.) Come on now...how about  a  dunk- 
i n g  s t o o l .  
( 4 )  How about  armbands. 
V48 R39 Medical  Treatment  (QA18. Dr ive r s  conv ic t ed  of drunk 
d r i v i n g  and found t o  be problem d r i n k e r s  should  be r e -  
P e r c e n t a g e s  q u i r e d - t o  o b t a i n  medica l -  t r e a t m e n t .  ) MD=9 
TS FD ID ND PJ  
47 41  47 47 57 1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
34  3 5  39 33 29 2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
1 2  17 10 11 9  3 .  Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
7 7 4 8 5  4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
0 0 0 0 0  8 .  DK 
*2 0  0  *2 0  9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(1)  A s  a  c o n d i t i o n  of c o n t i n u i n g  t o  d r i v e .  
(1 )  S u b s t i t u t e  " s t r o n g l y  encouraged" f o r  " r e q u i r e d . "  
(2)  I  d o n ' t  t h i n k  i t  can  be done.  
(9)  Meaningless .  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
3 9  59 50 29 38 
39 24 37 45 38 
1 5  14 8 19 14 
6 3 4 7 9  
0 0 0 0 0  
*2 0  * 1  *1 0  
R40 Counsel Not Punish (QA19. I t  is b e t t e r  t o  p l a c e  
problem d r i n k e r s  who a r e  conv ic t ed  of drunk d r i v i n g  on 
p r o b a t i o n  and i n t o  a  c o u n s e l i n g  o r  t r ea tmen t  program, 
t han  i t  is t o  impose s e v e r e  p e n a l t i e s . )  MD=9 
1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
2.  Tend t o  a g r e e  
3. Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
4.  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(1)  S i c k n e s s  no t  c r ime!  
(3)  I f  s u f f i c i e n t  f a c i l i t i e s  were c l e a r l y  a v a i l a b l e  
I would say  "two" but  i t  appea r s  t h i s  is not  
t h e  c a s e .  
V50 R41 Gov ' t  Not Help (QA20. The government ' s  j ob  is t o  
c a t c h  and punish  drunk d r i v e r s ,  any th ing  f u r t h e r  t h a t  
is done f o r  problem d r i n k e r s  shou ld  be by p r i v a t e  
P e r c e n t a g e s  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  such  a s  A lcoho l i c s  Anonymous.) MD=9 
TS FD I D  ND PJ 
2 0 0 3 5  1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
12  7  10 16 0  2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
37 31  29 42 38 3 .  Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
50 62 61 39 54 4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
0 0 0 0 0  8 .  DK 
*1  0  0  $1 0  9 .  NA 
.S : to ta l  sample;  FD=frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ~ ~ = G d - i ~ e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ;  
,ID-non-defenders; P J = p r o s e c u t o r s ,  judges  
-18- 
Percen t ages  
TS FII I D  ND PJ 
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND PJ 
25  41 34 1 5  2G 
51 3 5  49 57 48 
16 14 17  1 5  24 
3 1 0  0  2  0 
6  0  0 1 2  0  
48 0  *2 *6 0 
5 1  -- Il42 E f f c c t  Not 1,ikcly (QA21. No mn t t c r  how much 
e f f o r t  is invested, thclre is not l i k e l y  t o  bc much 
c i ~ r e c t  on t h e  drunk d r i v e r  problem.)  kI D= 9  
I .  ; I t r ong ly  a g r e e  
2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
3 .  Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(1) Poor ly  worded. 
W52 K 4 3  T e s t s  I n c r e a s e  Conv. (QA22. On t h e  whole,  t h e  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  of b r e a t h  t e s t  ev idence  i n  drunk d r i v i n g  
c a s e s  has s e r v e d  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  number of drunk d r i v -  
i n g  c o n v i c t i o n s .  ) MD-9 
I .  S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
3 .  'Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
8 .  DK 
* Adrlit i o n a l  Comments 
( I . )  Helps g r e a t l y  t o  s e c u r e  p l e a s  of g u i l t y  t o  r e -  
duced c h a r g e s .  . . (i. e ,  impai red  d r i v i n g ,  
s p e e d i n g ,  e t c .  ) . 
(3)  My p e r c e n t  of c o n v i c t i o n  is l e s s  t h a n  DUIL now; 
used t o  95% wi th  j u r i e s .  
(8) T h i s  is  a  m a t t e r  of evidence-not  op in ion .  
(8)  I  have no i d e a  s i n c e  I  have not  s t u d i e d  problem 
and have no t  r ead  about  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  m a t t e r .  
di13 R35A Dete r r ence  QI Score (Number of s t r o n g  agreements  
Pe rcen t ages  71) i n  R35-T38.) MD=9 
TS FD ID ND P J  
75 62 92 71 67 0 .  None 
14 21 4  13 29 1. One 
8 1 7  2  9  0 2 .  TWO 
, 2 0 0 3 5  3 .  'Three 
2 0 2 3 0  4 .  Four 
*3 0  0  *3 0  9 .  NA on 2  o r  more i t ems  
V54 R39A Alc .Help  CRI Score  (Number of s t r o n g  agreements  
P e r c e n t a g e s  (1 )  w i t h  R39-R40. ) MD=9 
TS FD ID ND P J  
36 31  27 43 33 9 .  None 
41 38 51 38 38 1 .  One 
23 31  22 19  29 2 .  'Avo 
* l  0  0  * 1  0  9 .  NA on 1 o r  more i t ems  
V55 R44 Years  i n  Legal  Work (QB1. How many y e a r s  have you 
Pe rcen t ages  been i n  l e g a l  work i n  Washtenaw County?) MD=9 
TS FD ID h'D 1'J 
45 55 45 41 48 1 .  4  o r  fewer y e a r s  
20 7  33 17 19 2 .  5-9 y e a r s  
19 28 14 20 14 3 .  10-19 y e a r s  
16 10 8 21 19 4 .  20 o r  more y e a r s  
8  0  0 * 1  0 9 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(1) I have n o t  p r a c t i c e d  law a s  y e t .  
( 1 )  But was former p r o s e c u t o r  i n  Calhoun County. 
(3)  Not a l l  i n  t h i s  coun ty .  
(3)  But not  i n  a c t i v e  p r a c t i c e ;  t e a c h e r .  
( 4 )  But mos t ly  i n  Wayne and Oakland Coun t i e s .  
(9) NO p r a c t i c e  expe r i ence  i n  Washtenaw County. 
- 
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  F% i de fende r s  ; ID- inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
ND-=non-defenders ; .):;" ' o r s ,  judges  
V56 R 4 5  Criminal  Law 1 (QB2 .  About what p e r c e n t  of your 
Pe rcen t  i l es  l e g a l  work is devoted t o  c r i m i n a l  law?) MD=98,99 
TS FD ID ND PJ  
1 0 .  0 5 1 0 5  97 .  97-100 
30 .  0  1 5  5  0  50 98.  DK 
50.  5 2 0  10 0 6 5  99 .  NA 
70.  20 30  23 0  90 
90 .  50 40 50 5  95 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(01) None i f  I can avo id  i t .  
(02) But our  o f f  i c e  20%, 
(99) Hardly any.  
P e r c e n t a g e s  T57 
'l'S FD I D  ND PJ 
3 8  0  6 7 4  0 
7 3 9 8 5  
12  14  21  9  5 
8  1 0  1 5  2  11 
1 0  24 19  2  5  
17  4 5  23 3  21 
8 3 6 1 4 8  
1 0 0 0 5  
*15  0  * l  $1 *2  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID ND 
R45A Cr imina l  Law %-7 (R45 Col l apsed )  
0 .  None 
1. 1-2s 
2 .  3-570 
3 .  6-1070 
4 .  11-20% 
5 .  21-50s 
6 .  51-96s 
7 .  97-100% 
9 .  NA 
R46 #DAD Cases Decl ined (QB3. Have you d e c l i n e d  t o  de- 
fend  any person  charged  w i th  drunk d r i v i n g  i n  t h e  p a s t  




3 .  Three 
4 .  Four 
6 .  F ive  
10 .  S i x  
12 .  Seven 
20. E ight  
25. Nine 
3 0 .  Ten 
98.  DK 
99.  NA ( i n c l u d i n g  "yes" bu t  NA how many) 
00.  None, no c a s e s  d e c l i n e d ;  o r  i n a p . ,  respondent  is 
p r o s e c u t o r ,  c i t y  a t t o r n e y ,  o r  judge 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(10) Mostly i n  r e c e n t  months. 
(99)  I do no t  a c t i v e l y  engage i n  l e g a l  p r a c t i c e .  
(99) A l l  (drunk d r i v i n g )  c a s e s  r e f u s e d .  
V59 R47 Why Decl ine  DD Cases (QB3b. What were your main 
P e r c e n t a g e s  r ea sons  f o r  d e c l i n i n g  such  c a s e s ? )  Responses=3 
TS FD ID ND PJ blD=OO, 99 
3 3 4 3 0  1 .  Lack of t i m e .  
6 3 6 8 0  2 .  Legal work u n r e l a t e d  t o  DUIL c a s e s ;  l a c k  of 
e x p e r i e n c e ,  knowledge 
1 3 4 0 0  3 .  Defendant could  not  a f f o r d  l e g a l  f e e .  
3 3 6 1 0  4 .  R f e l t  t h a t  defendant  could  not  be a c q u i t t e d .  
1 0 0 1 0  5.  C o n f l i c t  of interest. 
1 3 4 0 0  6 .  Unrewarding work, l i t t l e  chance of r e a l l y  h e l p  
c l i e n t ;  no sympathy w i th  drunk d r i v e r s .  
4 7 6 2 0  8 .  Other  codah l e  r e sponse :  
Job  c o n s i s t s  mainly of t r y i n g  t o  g e t  a  r e d u c t i o n  
which u s u a l l y  depends on l u c k - t r i a l  of c a s e  i f  
neces sa ry  depends 90% of j u r y  and l i t t l e  on 
l a w y e r ' s  s k i l l s .  
No i n t e r e s t .  
Defendant was c l e a r l y  g u i l t y  y e t  wouldn ' t  admit 
he had a  problem o r  c o o p e r a t e  i n  its r e s o l u t i o n  
P e r s o n a l ,  h u t  I nade r e f e r r a l  t o  a n o t h e r  lawyer 
immedia te ly .  
Probably  becall<-. of 1.r1uctance t o  keep a  drunk 
d r i v c ~ r  o!i t h e  oat1 nl ld y e t  f e e l i n g  of sympathy 
f o r  h i s  :leetS: . - -- - 
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  FD=frequent  defendc:,. s ; i 1) - L : , '  ccluen! -;!kfenders; 
ND=non-defenders; P J = p r o s e c u t o r s ,  ~ud[:c:; 
Percen t ages  
TS FD I D  ND PJ 8 .  Othcr  codab l c  r e sponse :  (cont  ' d )  . 
To d i s c o u r a g e  r e p e a t i n g  of o f f e n s e .  
I was c o n t a c t c d  j u s t  one day b e f o r e  t h e  t r i a l .  
t 7  0  * I  *6 0  9 .  NA 
, 0 .  I n a p . ,  R has  d e c l i n e d  no c a s e s ,  o r  R is p r o s e c u t o r ,  
c i t y  a t t o r n e y  o r  judge ;  no second o r  t h i r d  
r e s p o n s e .  
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(2)  They a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  one of my p a r t n e r s  who 
hand le s  t h a t  t y p e  of work. 
(0)  Bad q u e s t i o n .  
V60 R48 #DD Cases Accepted (QB4. About how many drunk d r i v -  
P e r c e n t i l e s  i n g  c a s e s  have you handled i n  t h e  p a s t  2  yea r s? )  
TS FD ID ND PJ MD=98,99 
10 .  0  10 1 0  0  00 .  None 
30 .  0 1 2  2  0  3  96 .  96-100 
50. 0  20 3 0  25  97 .  Over 100 
7 0 .  4  25 4  0 9 6  98 .  DK 
90 .  23 96 6  0  97 99 .  NA 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(04)  Only one handled i n  Washtenaw County. 
(97) 100-150. 
(05) Not i n  Washtenaw County. 
(14)  Number of c a s e s  handled i n c l u d i n g  p e t i t i o n s  f o r  
l i c e n s e  r e t u r n s .  
(00) Ex tens ive  p rosecu t  i on  e x p e r i e n c e  preceded 1969.  
(03) But abou t  100 rev iewing  l i c e n s e  r e v o c a t i o n s  
based  on d r i n k i n g  o f f e n s e s .  
(97) About 600. 
(97) 200. 
(97) 500. 
(97) 5 0 0 t .  
(97) 470. 
Pe rcen t ages  V61 
TS FD ID ND P J  
51 0  0  100 16 
10 0  35 0  11 
1 5  0  55 0  11 
6 21 10 0  5  
8 4 8  0  0  5  
5 21 0  0  16 
2  7  0  0 1 1  
3  3  0  0 2 6  
*7 0 * 5  0 * 2  
R48A Cases Accepted - 7  (R48 Co l l apsed )  MD=9 
0 .  None 
1. 1-2 
2 .  3-5 
3 .  6-10 
4 .  11-20 
5 .  21-50 
6 .  51-100 
7 .  Over 100 
9 .  NA 
V62 R49 % Alcoho l i c  Cases (QB5. In  what pe r cen t  of t h e s e  
c a s e s  would you e s t i m a t e  t h a t  t h e  defendant  had a  
P e r c e n t i l e s  
TS FD ID PJ 
10 .  0  7  0  9  
s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  problem?) 
97 .  97-100 
3 0 :  20 20 20 38 98 .  DK 
50.  40 25 50 50 99 .  NA 
70. 50 50 50 70 00.  I n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DDCaSeS o r  NA i f  
a ccep t ed  any 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(25) I  l a c k  t h e  s t a n d a r d s  be ing  a p p l i e d  f o r  t h i s  
d e f i n i t i o n .  
(50) T h i s  pe rcen t age  is of c o u r s e ,  i n  t h e  l i m i t e d  
number of c a s e s  very m i s l e a d i n g .  
(40)  I s e r i o u s l y  doubt t h a t  my l i m i t e d  expe r i ence  
is s u f f i c i e n t  t o  permi t  a  v a l i d  r e sponse .  
-. --- 
TS- to t a l  sample : FD-f ! . c q u c n t  de f ende r s  ; ID- inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
ND=non-defenders; PcT , , c e c u t o r s ,  judges  
-21- 
'R49A Alcohol ic  Cases  7-7  (R49 Col lapsed)  MD-=0,9 Pe rcen t ages  V63 
TS FD ID PJ  
12 0  23 0  
P e r c e n t i l e s  -- V6 6  
TS FD ID PJ 
10 .  0  0 0  0  
3 0 .  0  0  0  1 5  
50.  0  0  0  27 
70 .  19  2  25 37 
90.  50 11 53 50 
Pe rcen t ages  VG7 
TS FD ID PJ 
61  70 64 22 
2 7 0 0  
5 1 5  0  0  
5  4  4 1 1  
12  0  13 44 
8 0 1 1 2 2  
4 4 4 0  
2 0 4 0  
*11 *2 *2 '7 
P e r c e n t i l e s  V6 9  
TS FD ID PJ 
10 .  0  0  0  0  
1 .  None 
2 .  1-20;, 
3 .  21-49s 
4 .  50% 
5 .  51-79: 
6 .  80-96% 
7 .  97-100% 
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
R50 DUIL Pled  G u i l t y  (QB6. Now we would l i k e  your 
a s s i s t a n c e  i n  e s t i m a t i n g  t h e  v a r i o u s  d i s p o s i t i o n s  of 
DUIL and impaired c a s e s  i n  t h e  Washtenaw County c o u r t s .  
Of t h e  c a s e s  which you have handled i n  t h e  p a s t  two 
y e a r s ,  i n  about  how many would you s ay :  QB6a. The 
defendant  p leaded  g u i l t y  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  charge  (DUIL)?) 
ACTUAL NlJhIBER CODED MD=99 
98 .  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00 .  None; i n a p . ,  R .has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(97) 157. 
(99) Imposs ib le  t o  e s t i m a t e ,  you have t h e  f i g u r e s .  
R50A DUIL Pled  G u i l t y  % (R5O/Total Disposed Cases)  
MD-999,998 
ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED 
998. Inap .  , no DD c a s e s  
999. NA 
R50B DUIL Pled  G u i l t y  - %-8 (R50A Col lapsed)  MD=0,9 
1. None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24% 
5 .  25-4470 
6 .  45-645 
7 .  65-8470 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
R51 1mp.Pled G u i l t y  (QBGa. The  defendant  p leaded  
g u i l t y  t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  cha rge  ( i m p a i r e d ) . )  MD-99 
ACTUAL NUhBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99.  NA 
00.  None, i n a p .  , no DD c a s e s  
R51A 1mp.Pled G u i l t y  % (R511'Total Disposed Cases)  
ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED MD=999,998 
998. I n a p . ,  no D/D c a s e s  
999. NA 
-. --". - ..-- - 
T S = t o t a l  sample;  FD=frequent defcndel-s  ; l D = = i  ! r ~ - ~ . i ; u c n t  defendel-S; 
P J=prosecu to r s  , judges  
..y,%. 
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD IT) PJ 
86  88 87 78 
V70 R51R 1mp.Plcd G u i l t y  %-8 (R51A Co l l apsed )  MD=0,9 
1 .  None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24?> 
5 .  25-445 
6 .  45-64% 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-1001b 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
V71 R52 DUIL P l ea  Down (QBGb. The defendant  p leaded  g u i l t y  
t o  a  l e s s e r  o f f e n s e  p r i o r  t o  t h e  t r i a l  (from DUIL).) 
ACTUAL NUlrIBER CODED 
98 .  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00. None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V72 R52A DUIL P l ea  Down % (R52/Total Disposed Cases)  
TS ED ID PJ  
10 .  0  7  0  0  
ACTUAL PERCENTAGED CODED 
30 .  40 55  50 3  998.  I n a p . ,  no DD Cases 
50 .  63 69 67  30 999. NA 
70 .  8 3  86 100 34 
90 .  100 100 100 50 
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID PJ 
13  8  11 30 
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
4  8  0 1 0  
16 8  1 3  50 
1 9  21 20 10 
20 25 22 0  
29 29 3 5  0  
*14 *5 *3 *6 
V73 R52B DUIL P l ea  Down %-8 (R52A Co l l apsed )  MD=0,9 
1. None 
2.  1-5% 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24% 
5 .  25-44% 
6 .  45-64% 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
V74 R53 1mp.Plea Down (QB6b. The defendant  p leaded  g u i l t y  
t o  a l e s s e r  o f f e n s e  p r i o r  t o  t h e  t r i a l  (from 
i m p a i r e d ) . )  MD=99 
ACl'UAL NUhIBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00.  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V75 R53A Imp. P l ea  Down % (R53/Total Disposed Cases )hlD=999 
TS FD ID PJ  
1 0 .  0  0  0  0  
ACT'UAL PERCENTAGE CODED 
30 .  0  0  0  0  998. I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
50.  0  0  0  0  999. NA 
70.  0  0  0  0  
90.  0  5  0  3  
P e r c e n t a g e s  V76 R53B Imp. P l ea  Down %-8 (R53A Co l l apsed )  MD=0 , 9  
TS FD ID PJ 
91  87 96 78 1. None 
3  4  0 1 1  2 .  1-5% 
3 8 0 0  3 .  6-10% 
0 0 0 0  4 .  11-24% 
3  0  2 1 1  5.  25-4470 
1 0 2 0  6 .  45-6470 
0 0  0  0  7 .  65-84% 
0  0 0  0  8 .  85-100: 
*15 * 5  *3 *7 9 .  NA 
0 .  I n a p .  , no DD c a s e s  
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  F b f r e q u e n t  d e f e n d e r s ;  ID=inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J = p r o s e c u t o r s ,  j udges  
-23- 
V77 R54 C.T.DUIL Conv. DUII, (QDGc. Thc c a s c  went t o  c o u r t  
t r i a l  (C.T.)  by a judge and t h e  de fendan t :  (1)  was 
c o n v i c t e d  of o r i g i n a l  cha rge  (DUIL) . )  MD=99 
ACTUAL NUMBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00.  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V78 R54A C.T. DUIL-DUIL % (R54/Total Disposed Cases)  
TS FD ID PJ ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED 
MD=999,998 
10 .  0  0  0  0 
3 0 .  0  0  0  3 998.  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
50. 0  0  0  7  999.  NA 
70 .  0  0  0 1 5  
90.  12 7  0  26 
V79 R54B C.T. DUIL-DUIL %-8 (R54A Co l l apsed )  MD=0,9 
1. None 
2 .  1-5s 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24% 
5. 25-44% 
6 .  45-64% 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
V80 R55 C.T.Imp.Conv.Imp. (QB6c( l )  Was conv ic t ed  of 
o r i g i n a l  cha rge  ( i m p a i r e d ) .  ) MD=99 
ACTUAL NUMBER CODED 
98 .  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00.  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V81 R55A C.T. Imp. -Imp. % (R55/Total Disposed Cases)  
TS FD ID PJ ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED MD=999,998 10 .  0  0  0  0  
30 .  0  0  0  0  998 .  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
50. 0 0  0  0  999.  NA 
70.  0  0  0  0  
90.  0  0  0  1 
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID PJ 
98 96 100 90 
3 4 0 1 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0  0 0  0  
0  0  0  0  
0  0  0  0  
*11 *3 *2 *6 
V82 R55B C.T. Imp. -Imp. %-8 (R55A Co l l apsed )  MD=O, 9  
1. None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-1074 
4 .  11-24s 
5 .  25-44% 
6 .  45-64s 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . .  no DD c a s e s  
V83 R56 C . T . D U I L  Conv.Less (QB6c (2) Was conv ic t ed  of a  
l e s s e r  o f f e n s e  (from DUIL) . ) MD=99 
ACTUAL NUIIBER CODED 
98 .  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
0 0 .  None; I n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
T S = t o t a l  sample;  FD=frequcnt de fendecs ;  ID- inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J=prosecu to r s ,  judges  
-24- 
Percent  i l e s  V8 4  
TS FD ID PJ 
10 .  0  0  0  0  
30 .  0  0  0  0  
50.  0  0  0  3  
70 .  0  0  0  8 
90.  10 11 0  10 
Pe rcen t ages  V85 
TS FD ID PJ 
83 79 96 33 
P e r c e n t i l e s  V8 7  
TS FD ID PJ 
10 .  0  0  0  0 
30 .  0  0  0  0  
50.  0 0  0  0  
70.  0  0  0  0  
90 .  0  0  0  0  
Pe rcen t ages  V88 
TS FD I D  PJ 
99 100 98 100 
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
1 0 2 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0  0  0  0  
* I 1  *3 * 3  *5 
P e r c e n t i l e s  V90 
TS FD ID PJ 
10 .  0  0  0  0  
R5GA C.T DUIL Less X (R56/Total Disposed Cases)  
ACTUAL P  CRCENTAGE CODED 
MD=999,998 
998. Inall .  , no DD c a s e s  
999.  NA 
R56R C.T. DUILLess $8 (R56A Co l l apsed )  MD=0,9 
1. None 
2 .  1-5% T 
3 .  6-1070 
4 .  11-24% 
5 .  25-44'% 
6 .  45-64% 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
R57 C.T. Imp. Conv.Less (QB6c(2) Was conv ic t ed  of 
l e s s e r  o f f e n s e  (from i m p a i r e d ) .  ) MD=99 
ACTUAL NUhIBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00 .  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
R57A C.T. Imp.Less % (R57/Total Disposed Cases)  
ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED MD=999,998 
998.  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
999.  NA 
R57B C.T. Imp. Less  %-8 (R57A Co l l apsed )  MD=0,9 
1. None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24% 
5 .  25-44% 
6 .  45-6476 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
R58 C.T. DUIL Acqu i t .  (QB6c(3) Was a c q u i t t e d  (o r  c a s e  
d i smi s sed )  (DUIL) . ) MD=99 
ACTUAL NUMBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00.  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
R58A C.T. DUIL Acqu i t .  % (R58/Total Disposed Cases)  
ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED hlD=999,998 
998 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
999.  NA 
--. -- 
TS=to t a l  sample ; j!:;l)--!l-eqi~ent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID=inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J = p r o s e c u t o ~ : ; ,  ; j u d g e s  
-25- 
P e r c e n t a g e s  V91 R58B C.T. DUIL Acqu i t .  4-8 (R58A C01l:ipscd) MD-0,9 
TS FD ID PJ 
9 1  8 1  96 92 1. None 
9 .  DK,  NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
R59 C.T. 1mp.Acquit .  (QB6c(3) Was a c q u i t t e d  (o r  c a s e  
d i smi s sed )  ( impai lqed)  . ) MD=99 
ACTUAL NUhlBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00.  None; i n a p . ,  R has accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V93 R59A C.T. Imp.  Acqu i t .  (R59/Total Disposed Cases)  
TS FD ID PJ ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED 
MD=999,998 
10 .  0  0  0  0  
30.  0  0  0  0  998.  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
50. 0  0  0  0  999 .  NA 
70 .  0  0  0  0  
90 .  0  0  0  0  
Pe rcen t  ages  
TS FD ID PJ  
99 100 98 100 
0  0  0  0  
0  0  0 0  
1 0  2  0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0  0  0  0  
*8 $ 2  *2 *4 
V94 R59B C.T. 1mp.Acquit.  %-8 (R59A Co l l apsed )  MD=0,9 
1. None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24s 
5 .  25-44% 
6 .  45-6470 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-10070 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
V95 R60 J . T .  DUIL Conv.DUIL (QB6d. The c a s e  was t o  be a  
'u ry  t r i a l  and t h e  de fendan t :  (1 )  Was conv ic t ed  of 
{ r i g i n a l  cha rge  (DUIL. ) MD=99 
ACTUAL NUMBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99.  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00.  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V96 R60A J . T .  DUIL-DUIL % (R6O/Total Disposed Cases)  
TS FD ID PJ  ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED MD=999,998 10 .  0  0  0  0  
30 .  0  0  0  1 998.  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
50. 0  3  0  8  999.  NA 
7 0 .  8  9  0 1 2  
90.  13 25  0  23 
P e r c e n t a g e s  V97 R60B J . T .  DUIL-DUIL %-8 (R60A c o l l a p s e d )  MD=0, 9 -- 
TS FD ID PJ 
75  50 98 22 1 .  None 
3 4  0 1 1  2 .  1-5% 
10  25  0  22 3 .  6-1070 
9  13 2  33  4 .  11-24% 
3 8 0 0  5 .  25-4470 
1 0  0 1 1  6 .  45-64s 
0  0  0  0  7 .  65-84% 
0 0 0 0  8 .  85-100% 
$14 *5  *2  *7  9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  -- 
T S = t o t a l  s amp le ;  FLbfrequent  d e f e n d e r s ;  ID- inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J = p r o s e c u t o r s ,  judges  
-26- 
V98 R61 J .T .  1mp.Conv. Imp. (QDGd(1) Was conv ic t ed  of 
o r i g i n a l  chargc  ( i m p a i r e d ) . )  MD-99 
ACTUAL NLRIBER CODED 
98 .  DK 
99.  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00.  None; i n a p ,  R has  accepted  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V99 R61A J .T .  Imp.-Imp. % (R61/Total Disposed Cases) 
TS FD ID PJ  ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED MD=999,998 
10.  0  0  0  0  
30 .  0  0  0  0  998. I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
50. 0  0  0  0  999. NA 
70 .  0  0  0  0  
90. 0  0  0  0  
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID PJ 
100 100 100 100 
0  0  0  0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
*9  *3 *2 *4 










Inap .  , no DD c a s e s  
V i o l  R62 DUIL Conv.Less (QBBd(2) Was convic ted  of a  l e s s e r  
o f f e n s e  (from DUI L) . MD=99 
ACTUAL NUMBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99.  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00 .  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accepted  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V102 R62A DUIL Less % (R62/Total Disposed Cases) 
TS FD ID PJ ACI'UA L PERCENTAGE CODED 
MD=999,998 
10 .  0 0  0  0  
30 .  0  0  0  0  998.  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
50. 0  3  0  1 999. NA 
70 .  0  8  0  3  
90.  1 5  19  0  10 
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID PJ  
7 5  50 93 45 
6 5  0 3 6  
9  23 0  18  
8 1 8  4  0  
3 5 2 0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0  0  0  0  
*15 *7 *3 *5 
V103 R62B DUIL Less %-8 ( ~ 6 2 A  c o l l a p s e d )  
1. None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-1058 
4 .  11-24% 
5. 25-44% 
6 .  45-64% 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
V104 R63 J . T .  1mp.Conv.Less (QB6d(2) Was conv ic t ed  of a  
l e s s e r  o f f e n s e  (from Impa i r ed ) . )  MD=99 
ACTUAL NUhIBER CODED 
98 .  DK 
99 .  NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00 .  None; i n a p . ,  R has accepted  no DD c a s e s  
/' 
~ S = t o t a l  sample ;  FD=frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID=infrequent  de f ende r s ;  
P J=prosecu to r s ,  judges  
-27- 
p c , r c e ~ i t i l  e s  V105 RGSA J . T .  1mp.Less 7 (RGS/Total Disposed Cases) - 
TS FD ID PJ AC1'UAL PERCENTAGE CODED MD=999,998 
0  0  0  0  
3 ( .  0  0  0  0  998. I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
50. 0  0  0  0  999. DK,  NA 
7 0 .  0  0  0  0  
90 .  0  0  0  0  
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID PJ 
99 96 100 100 
1 4  0  0  
0 0  0  0  
0 0  0  0  
0 0  0  0  
0 0  0  0  
0 0  0  0  
0 0  0  0  
*9 *2  *3 *4 
V106 R63B J . T .  1mp.Less %-8 (R63A Col lapsed)  MD=O, 9  
1. None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24% 
5 .  25-44% 
6 .  45-6470 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
V107 R64 J . T .  DUIL Acqui t .  (QB6d(3) Was a c q u i t t e d  (or  c a s e  
d i smi s sed )  (DUIL) . ) '  MD=99 
ACTUAL NUMBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99. NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00.  None; i n a p . ,  R has accepted  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V108 R64A J . T .  DUIL Acquit .% (R64/Total Disposed c a s e s )  
TS FD ID PJ ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED 
MD=999,998 
10 .  0  0  0  0  
30 .  0  0  0  0  998. I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
50.  0  0 0  0  999. NA 
70 .  0  0  0  0  
90.  0  7  0  1 
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID PJ 
9 1  77 100 85 
5  8 0 1 5  
3 1 1  0  0  
1 4 0 0  
0 0 0 0  
0  0  0  0  
0 0 0 0  
0 0  0  0  
*9 *3 *3 *3 
V109 RG4B J .T .  DUIL Acquit .?-8 (R64A Col lasped)  MD=0,9 
1 .  None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24% 
5 .  25-44% 
6 .  45-64% 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-10070 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  Inap .  , no DD c a s e s  
V l l O  R65 J.T. 1mp.Acquit .  (QB6d(3) Was a c q u i t t e d  (o r  c a s e  
d i smi s sed )  ( impa i r ed ) .  ) MD-99 
ACTUAL NUhlBER CODED 
98. DK 
99. NA (on whole q u e s t i o n )  
00 .  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accepted  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V l l l  R65A J .  T. Imp. Acquit . %  (R65/Total Disposed Cases) 
TS FD ID PJ 
ACTUAL PEKCEKTAGE CODED MD=999,998 10.  0  0  0  0  
30.  0  0  0 0  
50. 0  0  0  0  998. I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
70 .  0  0  0  0  999. NA 
90. 0  0  0  0  
TS-total  sample ;  FD-frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID=inf requent  de f ende r s ;  
PJ=prosecutors  , jud;:es 
-28- 
P e r c e n t a g e s  V112 R65B J .T .  1mp.Acquit .%8 (R65A Co l l apsed )  MD=0,9 - 
TS V'D ID P J  
1 f i ) 0  100 100 1. None 
2 .  1-5s 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24% 
5 .  25-44% 
6.  45-646 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100s 
9 .  NA 
0 .  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
V113 R66 D U ~ L  Disposition-OTH (QBGe. There was ano the r  d i s -  
p o s i t i o n  (DUIL).) MD=99 
ACTUAL NUhlBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99 .  NA 
00.  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
* A d d i t i o n a l  Comments 
(02) S e t t l e d  i n  t h e  middle .  
(02)  Reduced du r ing  p e o p l e ' s  p r o o f s .  
(02) Dropped no c a s e .  
(02) Wi tness  o r  p o l i c e  d i d  no t  appear  on t r i a l  d a t e  
and c a s e  d i s m i s s e d .  
(01)  Bench war r an t  f o r  f a i l u r e  t o  a p p e a r .  
(01)  Passed  b r e a t h  t e s t .  
(01) Defendant deceased .  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V114 R66A DUIL Disposition-OTH % (R66/Total Disposed Cases) 
TS FD ID PJ MD=999,998 
1 0 .  0  0  0  0  ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED 
30 .  0  0  0  0  
50.  0  0  0  0  998.  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
70 .  0  0  0  0  999.  N A ,  DK 
90 .  0  10  0  1 
V115 R66B DUIL Disposition-OTH %-8 (R66A Co l l apsed )  MD=0,9 
1. None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24% 
5 .  25-44s 
6 .  45-64% 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
V116 R67 1mp.Disposition-OTH (QBGe. There was a n o t h e r  d i s -  
p o s i t i o n  ( i m p a i r e d ) . )  MD=99 
ACTUAL NUhlBER CODED 
98.  DK 
99 .  NA 
00 .  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V117 R67A Imp. Dispogt  ion-OTH % (R67/Total Disposed Cases)  
TS FD ID PJ MD=999,998 
1 0 .  0  0  0  0  ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED 
3 0 .  0  0  0  0  
50.  0  0  0  0  998. I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
70.  0  0  0  0  999.  NA 
90 .  0 0  0 0 
/' 
Percen t ages  V118 R67B Imp. Disposition-OTH %-8 (R67A Col lapsed)  MD=0,9 
TS FD ID PJ  
100 DO 100 100 1. None 
0 .  I n a p .  , no DD c a s e s  
TS= to t a l  sample;  FD=frequent  d e f e n d e r s ;  I I )= inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J -p rosecu to r s ,  judges  
-29- 
Vllg  R G 8  Crash Not Scen (QB7. About how many DUIL and i m -  
p a i r e d  c n s c s  have you handled i n  t h e  p a s t  two y e a r s  
which d e r i v e d  from a  c r a s h  i n  which t h e  d r i v i n g  was 
no t  w i tne s sed  by t h e  a r r e s t i n g  o f f i c e r ? )  AID-99 
ACTUAL NUhlBER CODED 
96 .  96-100 
97 .  Over 100 
98 .  DK 
99 .  NA 
00 .  None; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(99) Too numerous t o  e s t i m a t e .  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V120 R68A Crash Not Seen % (R68/Total Disposed Cases)  
TS FD ID PJ  MD=999,998 
10 .  0  0  0  0  ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED 
30.  0  0  0 7 
50.  0  5  0  10  998. I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
70 .  1 5  14 14 20 999.  NA 
90. 50 22 50 56 
Pe rcen t  ages  
TS FD ID PJ 
53 45 69 15 
3 7 0 8  
V121 R68B Crash Not Seen %-8 (R68A Co l l apsed )  MD=0,9 
1. None 
2 .  1-5% 
3 .  6-10% 
4 .  11-24% 
5 .  25-44% 
6 .  45-64% 
7 .  65-84% 
8 .  85-100% 
9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
V122 R69 No.of Tes t  R e f u s a l s  (QB8. About how many DUIL and 
impai red  c a s e s  have you handled i n  t h e  p a s t  two y e a r s  
in -which  t h e  de fendan t  had r e f u s e d  t o  t a k e  a b r e a t h  
t e s t ? )  MJk99 
ACTUAL NUhlBER CODED 
96 .  96-100 
97 .  Over 100 
98 .  DK 
99 .  NA 
00.  None; i n a p . ,  R ha s  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(97) 150 (30% of 500 ) ,  
P e r c e n t i l e s  V123 R69A Tes t  Re fusa l  % (R69/Total Disposed Cases)  
TS FD ID PJ  MD=999.998 
10 .  0  0  0  0  ACTUAL PERCENTAGE CODED 
30.  10 1 5  0  14 
50 .  20 20 25 20 998. I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  
70.  33 20 40 40 999. DK, NA 
90.  50 40 69 50 
Pe rcen t ages  V124 R69B Tes t  Re fusa l  %-8 (R69A c o l l a p s e d )  
TS FD ID PJ 
25 14 36 8 1. None 
1 3 0 0  2.  1-5% 
5  7 0 1 5  3 .  6-1070 
24 48 6  3 1  4 .  11-24% 
30 24 34 3 1  5 .  25-44% 
9  3  11 1 5  6 .  45-6470 
3 0 6 0  7 .  65-84% 
3 0 6 0  8 .  85-10070 
* 5  0  *2 *3 9 .  DK, NA 
0 .  Inap .  , no DD c a s e s  
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  FD-frequent d e i e n d e r s ;  ID=inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J=prosecu to r s ,  j u d g e s  
V125 R70 DUIL Shd Refuse Tcst- (Q139. How do you f e e l  about  
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t ?  "DUIL a r r e s t e e s  who r e f u s e  t o  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID PJ  
63  76 53  71  
26 17 34  14 
8 3 1 1  7  
2 3 0 7  
1 0 2 0  
*4  0 *2 * 2  
t a k e  t h e  b r e a t h  t e s t  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  be conv ic t ed  
of a  l e s s e r  o f f e n s e  o r  t o  he  a c q u i t t e d  t h a n  a r e  DUIL 
a r r e s t e c s  f o r  whom b r e a t h  t e s t  ev idence  is a v a i l a b l e  
a t  t h e  t r i a l " . )  MD=0,9 
1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
3 .  Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
8 .  DK, no o p i n i o n  
9. NA 
0 .  I n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
* A d d i t i o n a l  Comments 
(1) R e f u s e r s  a lmos t  a lways a r e  pe rmi t t ed  t o  p l ea  t o  
impa i r ed .  
(2)  Assuming he would have been over  .15%. 
(1)  Assuming t h e  t e s t  r e s u l t s  would have been over  
t h e  presumpt ive  l e v e l .  Obviously t h e  r e v e r s e  
is t r u e  i f  t e s t  r e s u l t s  would have been 
o p p o s i t e .  , 
(2)  But no b a s i s .  
V126 R71 Lawyer f o r  DUIL (QB10. How do you f e e l  about  t h i s  
s t a t e m e n t ?  " I t  is a lmos t  always i n  t h e  b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  
of a  DUIL de fendan t  t o  r e t a i n  a  de fense  a t t o r n e y  and 
t o  c o n t e s t  t h e  DUIL c h a r g e ,  even though t h i s  would 
i n c r e a s e  t h e  l e g a l  c o s t s  i f  he were conv ic t ed  of DUIL".) 
MD=0, 9  
1. S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  
2 .  Tend t o  a g r e e  
3 .  Tend t o  d i s a g r e e  
4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e  
8 .  DK, no o p i n i o n  
9 .  NA 
0. I n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(3)  Because of t h e  words "and t o  c o n t e s t  t h e  DUIL 
cha rge" .  
( 1 )  Based on l a c k  of d e s i r e  f o r  p o l i c e  t o  p r o s e c u t e  
and a t t i t u d e  of some judges  t h a t  they  do no t  
now c o n v i c t  w i thou t  one .  
( 9 )  Q u e s t i o n  i m p l i e s  t h e  c h a l l e n g i n g  of t i c k e t  o n l y ;  
t h e r e  a r e  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  t o  DUIL t h a t  an 
a t t o r n e y  can  be h e l p f u l  f o r .  
( 2 )  S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  t o  " r e t a i n  a  de fense  a t t o r n e y "  bu t  
o n l y  t e n d  t o  a g r e e  t o  " c o n t e s t  t h e  DUIL charge" .  
(2 )  Only because  a  man shou ld  always i f  he wishes  
be e n t i t l e d  t o  l e g a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  
(1)  Although c o s t s  do not  n e c e s s a r i l y  i n c r e a s e .  Of ten  
t h e y  go  down wi th  an a t t o r n e y  on t h e  c a s e .  
(1 )  Unable t o  answer q u e s t i o n  a s  s t a t e d  because  I  
d o n ' t  know what "bes t  i n t e r e s t s "  of defendant  
means. I f  " b e s t  i n t e r s t "  is t o  bea t  cha rge  
t h e n  I  s t r o n g l y  a g r e e .  I f  " b e s t  i n t e r e s t "  is  
t o  g e t  problem d r i n k i n g  a s s i s t a n c e ,  then  I  t end  
t o  a g r e e .  
(1 )  Under c u r r e n t  sys tem.  
(4)  Sta t emen t  no t  worthy of an answer on t h e  b a s i s  
t h a t  each  a t t o r n e y  t a k e s  a  d i f f e r e n t  approach .  
T S = t o t a l  s amp le ;  FD-frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID- inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J = p r o s e c u t o r s ,  juclges 
-31- 
Percen t ages  
TS FD ID PJ 
87 90 8 1  100 
76 76 76 79 
V127 R72 Why Charges Reduced (QB11. I11 your op in ion  what a r e  
t h e  mosi impor t an t  r ea sons  t h a t  DUIL cha rges  a r e  r e -  
duced o r  c o n v i c t i o n s  f o r  l e s s e r  o f f e n s e s  a r e  ob t a ined? )  
Responses-6 hID-0,9 
CODE RESPONSE IN TIiE ORDER IN \VHIClI THEY ARE RANKED 
1. E v i d e n t i a r y  problems f o r  t h e  p r o s e c u t i o n .  
2 .  D e s i r e  t o  reduce  t h e  c o u r t  l oad  by o b t a i n i n g  a  
g u i l t y  p l e a .  
3 .  B e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  mandatory p e n a l t i e s  f o r  a  DUIL con- 
v i c t i o n  a r e  t o o  ha r sh  f o r  a  g iven  de fendan t .  
4 ,  F a v o r i t i s m  i n  t h e  hand l ing  of c e r t a i n  t y p e s  of 
d e f e n d a n t s .  
5 .  D e s i r e  t o  p rov ide  more i n c e n t i v e  f o r  persons  w i t h  
d r i n k i n g  problems t o  accep t  t h e  use  of Antabuse a s  
a  c o n d i t i o n  of p r o b a t i o n .  
8 .  O the r  codab l e  r e sponse :  
F i r s t  o f f e n d e r s  a r e  g iven  a  b r e a k .  
De fendan t ' s  p r ev ious  d r i v i n g  and d r i n k i n g  r eco rd  
coupled  w i t h  t h e  t y p e  of e r r a t i c  d r i v i n g  in-  
volved and s c o r e  of b r e a t h  t e s t .  
The person  has  a l r e a d y  l o s t  h i s  l i c e n s e  because  he 
r e f u s e d  t h e  t e s t .  
C r e a t i n g  an e f f e c t i v e  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  program f o r  
de fendan t  p r i o r  t o  t r i a l .  
DUIL and DNA1 s t a t u t e s  themselves  a r e  a l l  messed 
up t remendous o v e r l a p  between t h e  two o f f e n s e s -  
j u r i e s  r a r e l y  unders tand  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s - j u d g e s  
d o n ' t  even unders tand  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e .  
Case "ages" i n  c o u r t  u n t i l  everyone is  s i c k  of i t .  
P l e a  b a r g a i n i n g  is an accep t ed  i f  somewhat i n t o l -  
e r a b l e  p r a c t i c e  h e r e .  
I n f l u e n c e  of de f ense  a t t o r n e y .  
Assumption by p rosecu t  i on  t h a t  defendant  w i l l  g e t  
impai red  a t  t r i a l  anyway. 
1 5 t h  D i s t r i c t  Cour t .  
Too heavy s c h e d u l i n g  of c a s e s  f o r  t r i a l  on a  g iven  
day--11 o r  12 j u r y  t r i a l s  e t c .  Not t h e  same a s  
r e a s o n  2.  This  is due t o  t h o u g h t l e s s  j udges .  
I t  i s  a  combina t ion  of c e r t a i n  f a c t o r s  l i s t e d  
above bu t  i t  would be i n c o r r e c t  t o  s i n g l e  o u t  
one f a c t o r .  
Mi sce l l aneous ,  unusual  f a c t o r s .  
9 .  NA ( i n c l u d i n g  "o the r "  ranked bu t  unexpla ined)  
0. I n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s ;  no second,  t h i r d ,  
f o u r t h ,  f i f t h  o r  s i x t h  ranked r e sponse  
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
( 3 , 1 , 5 )  Reasons 2  and 4  a r e  no t  i m p o r t a n t .  
(5) Coupled w i t h  a b i l i t y  t o  be i n  t h r e a t  of j a i l  and 
l o s s  of l i c e n s e  a s  p a r t  of package.  
(1)  R e a l l y  c a n ' t  rank  t h e  r e s t .  Don't f e e l  any of  
them a r e  l e g i t i m a t e  o r  r a t i o n a l e  t h a t  a r e  u sed .  
( 1 , 2 , 3 , 4 )  I t h i n k  1  and 2  a r e  c o n t r o l l i n g - I  ranked 
3  and 4  on ly  because they  were i n c l u d e d .  
Pe rcen t ages  V128 R73 Why Reduct ion 1 s t  (R72: F i r s t  Ranked ~ e s p o n s e )  
TS FD I D  PJ MD=0,9 
35  31  3 1  57 1. E v i d e n t i a r y  problems f o r  t h e  p r o s e c u t i o n .  
20 14 25 14 2 .  Des i r e  t o  reduce  t h e  c o u r t  load  by o b t a i n i n g  a  
g u i l t y  p l e a .  
35  38 40 14 3 .  B e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  mandatory p e n a l t i e s  f o r  DUIL con- 
v i c t i o n s  a r e  t o o  ha r sh  f o r  a  g iven  de fendan t .  
0 0 0 0  4 .  Favo r i t i sm  i n  t h e  hand l ing  of c e r t a i n  t y p e s  of 
d e f e n d a n t s .  
4 3 4 7  5 .  Des i r e  t o  p rov ide  more i n c e n t i v e  f o r  persons  w i t h  
d r i n k i n g  problems t o  accep t  t h e  use  of Antabuse 
a s  a  c o n d i t i o n  of p r o b a t i o n .  
5 1 4  0 7  8 .  DK 
*3 0  *1 *2 9 .  NA ~.
0 .  I nap .  , no DD c a s e s  -- .. - ."--.- 
T S = t o t a l  s a m l ~ l c :  E'il . j  yccruent d e f e n d e r s :  ID= in f r eauen t  d e f e n d e r s ;  
V129 R74 Why Reduct ion 211~1 (R72: Second Rankcd Response) 
Evident  i a r y  problems f o r  t h c  p r o s e c u t j  on. 
Des i r e  t o  reduce  t he  c o u r t  l oad  by o b t a i n i n g  a  
g u i l t y  p l c n .  
B e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  mandatory p e n a l t i e s  f o r  DUIL con- 
v i c t i o n  a r e  t o o  ha r sh  f o r  a  g iven  de fendan t .  
Favo r i t i sm  i n  t h e  hand l ing  of c e r t a i n  t y p e s  of 
d e f e n d a n t s .  
Des i r e  t o  p rov ide  more i n c e n t i v e  f o r  persons  w i th  
d r i n k i n g  problems t o  accep t  t h e  use of Antabuse a s  
a c o n d i t i o n  of p r o b a t i o n .  
DK 
N A 
No second ranked r e s p o n s e ;  i n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
P e r c e n t a g e s  V130 R75 Why Reduct ion 3 r d  (R75: Th i rd  Ranked Response) 
TS FD ID PJ MD=0,9 
1 3  21 13 0 1. E v i d e n t i a r y  problems f o r  t h e  p r o s e c u t i o n .  
28 33  25 25 2 .  Des i r e  t o  reduce  t h e  c o u r t  l oad  by o b t a i n i n g  a  
g u i l t y  p l e a .  
2 1  17  22 25  3 .  B e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  mandatory p e n a l t i e s  f o r  DUIL con- 
v i c t i o n  a r e  t o o  ha r sh  f o r  a  g iven  de fendan t .  
12  4 22 0  4 .  Favo r i t i sm  i n  t h e  hand l ing  of c e r t a i n  t y p e s  of 
d e f e n d a n t s .  
23 25  16 42 5 .  Des i r e  t o  p rov ide  more i n c e n t i v e  f o r  persons  w i th  
d r i n k i n g  problerns t o  accep t  t h e  use of Antabuse a s  
a c o n d i t i o n  of p r o b a t i o n .  
3 0 3 8  8 .  DK 
*3  0  * 1  $ 2  9 .  NA 
*23 * 5  3 6  *2 0. No t h i r d  ranked r e s p o n s e ;  i n a p . ,  no DD c a s e s  
Pe rcen t  ages  
TS FD ID P J  
1 9  10 21 31 
57 52 57 69 
21 35  19  0  
2 3 2 0  
$ 5  0  *2 *2 
* 106 
V 1 3 1  R76 Reduct ion Frequency (QB12. I n  your op in ion  a r e  DUIL 
cha rges  reduced o r  l e s s e r  o f f e n s e  c o n v i c t i o n s  o b t a i n e d  
t o o  o f t e n ,  i n  about  t h e  r i g h t  p r o p o r t i o n ,  o r  l e s s  o f t e n  
t h a n  they  shou ld  be it; Washtenaw County?) MD=0,9 
1. Too o f t e n  
2 .  About r i g h t  p r o p o r t i o n  
3 .  Less  o f t e n  t h a n  they  shou ld  be 
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
0. I n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(9) Depends on t h e  PI -osecut ing  agency.  
(2 )  Answer is  from I r l a t e d  e x p e r i e n c e s  o r  a t t o r n e y s  
i n  Washtenaw and not  pe r sona l  expe r i ence  p lu s  
e x p e r i e n c e  i n  o t h e r  c o u n t i e s .  
(2)  Hard t o  s a y  basrbi on my l i m i t e d  e x p e r i e n c e .  
(9)  Not a  p rope r  q u e s t i o n .  Each c a s e  has t o  be 
dec ided  on i ts  own m e r i t s .  
(2) T h i s  q u e s t i o n  i s  imposs ib l e .  How does one 
e v a l u a t e  c a s e s  he knows no th ing  abou t .  
V132 R77 Judge E f f e c t  (QB13.  A l e a d i n g  book on t h e  de fense  
of  drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s  s t a t e s  " . . . t r y  t o  g e t  your 
c l i e n t  b e f o r e  t h e  judge who w i l l  g i v e  him t h e  b e s t  
b reak" .  In  Washtenaw County how impor tan t  do you 
t h i n k  d i f f e r e n c e s  among judges a r e  i n  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  
Pe rcen t  ages  d i s p o s i t i o n  of drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s ? )  MD=0 ,9 
TS FD ID P J  
10 14 4 21 1. Extremely important ,  
23 21 23 29 2 .  Q u i t e  impor tan t  
28 28 23 43 3 .  Somewhat impor tan t  
19  10 30 0  4 .  Not very impor tan t  
1 9  28 17 7  5 .  Not a t  a l l  impor tan t  
1 0 2 0  8 .  DK 
$4 0  *2 *2 9 .  NA 
0. I n a p . ,  R has  a c c e p t ~ d  no DD c a s e s  
*Addi t iona l  Comments 
( 5 )  Since  c a s e  goes ' ' ? fore  j u r y .  
.. . --. . .- -- 
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  FD=frequent &;;I  ci3:icr . ;  1 I '  i nf r eyuen l  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J = p r o s e c u t o r s ,  judges  . j )  I .  
V133 R78 P r o s e c u t o r  E f f e c t  (QB14. How impor tan t  a r e  d i f -  
f e r e n c e s  among t h e   particular^ p r o s e c u t o r s  o r  c i t y  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
YS FD 11) PJ 
24 28 23 23 
27 35 17  46 
20 1 4  2 5  1 5  
20 17 25 8 
8 7 8 8  
1 0 2 0  
*4 0 *l * 3  
Percen t ages  
TS FD ID PJ  
Pe rcen t ages  
TS FD ID PJ  
87 83 87 9 3  
10 10 10 7 
3 7 2 0  
0 0 0 0  
*2 0 * 1  *1 
a t t o r n e y s  handing t h e  drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s ? )  M D = O , ~  
1. Extremely impor tan t  
2.  Qu i t e  impor t an t  
3 .  Solnewhat impor tan t  
4 .  Not very impor t an t  
5 .  Not a t  a l l  impor tan t  
8 .  DK 
9. NA 
0. I n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(3 )  A s  long  a s  you have people  you have d i f f e r e n c e s .  
V134 R79 Defense A t t y . E f f e c t  (QB15. How impor tan t  a r e  d i f -  
f e r e n c e s  among t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t o r n e y s  defending  t h e  
drunk d r i v i n g  c a s e s ? )  MD-0,9 
1. Extremely impor t an t  
2 .  Qu i t e  impor tan t  
3 .  Somewhat impor t an t  
4 .  Not very impor t an t  
5 .  Not a t  a l l  impor t an t  
8 .  DK 
9 .  NA 
0. I n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
*Additional Comments 
(1)  Assuming a  c a s e  is t r i e d .  
V135 R80 P roba t ion  Antabuse (QB16. I f  you had a  c l i e n t  
charged  w i t h  DUIL who had a  s e r i o u s  d r i n k i n g  problem, 
would you encourage  him t o  accep t  t h e  use  of  Antabuse 
a s  a  c o n d i t i o n  of p r o b a t i o n ? )  MD-0,9 
1. Probably yes  
3 .  Maybe 
5 .  Probably no t  
8 .  DK 
9. NA 
0. Inap .  , R has accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(1) I f  he d e f i n i t e l y  had a  d r i n k i n g  problem ou t  of 
h i s  c o n t r o l .  
(1) Tempered by f a c t s .  
(3 )  I do n o t  b e l i e v e  i n  Antabuse o r  c r u t c h e s  t o  s t o p  
d r i n k i n g .  I t  is not  a  t r u e  s o l u t i o n .  There 
a r e  o t h e r  more fundamenta l ly  b e t t e r  methods. 
(1)  1 would w i thou t  q u e s t i o n .  
Pe rcen t ages  V136 R81 Why Not Antabuse (QB16a. Why n o t ? )  
TS FD ID P J  
50 0 100 0 1. Antabuse is  not  a  c u r e ;  s u p p r e s s i o n  of d r i n k i n g  may 
l e a d  t o  o t h e r  p sycho log i ca l  p roblems.  
50100 0 0 2. Alcohol  S a f e t y  Action Program is o p e r a t e d  by 
i n s e n s i t i v e ,  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  i n d i v i d u a l s .  
*3 *l * 1  * 1  9 .  NA 
0. I n a p . ,  R would probably  o r  maybe encourage use  of  
Antabuse o r  R has accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  
TS- to t a l  sample ;  FD-frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID- inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J=prosecu to r s ,  judges  
Percen t ages  
TS FD ID P J  
67 50 100 0  
V137 R82 Non-Prob.Antabi~sc (QB16b. Would you be l i k e l y  t o  
inform t h i s  c l i e n t  about  t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of Antabuse 
on a  non-proba t ionary  b a s i s  from t h e  Washtenaw County 
Counci l  on Alcoholism?) MD-0,9 
1. Probably  ye s  
3 .  Maybe 
5.  Probably no t  
9 .  NA 
0 .  I n a p , ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s  o r  R would pro- 
bably  o r  maybe encourage use  of Antabuse 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments 
(0) Probably  ye s -o f t en  do .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  above.  
V138 R83 Improve Legal  System (QB17. Do you have any g e n e r a l  
s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  t h e  improvement of t h e  l e g a l  system a s  
i t  r e l a t e s  t o  drunk d r i v i n g  ( laws ,  p rocedu re s ,  e t c . ) ? )  
Responses=2 MD=0,9 
P o l i c e  e n f o r c e  t h e  law t o o  s t r i c t l y ;  t o o  many a r r e s t s  
a r e  made f o r  DUIL when they  shou ld  have been a r r e s t s  
f o r  impai red  d r i v i n g .  
B r e a t h  t e s t s  shou ld  be more s t r o n g l y  r e q u i r e d  i n  
DUIL a r r e s t s .  
Videotapes  o r  o t h e r  e v i d e n t i a r y  f a c t o r s  should  be 
i n t r o d u c e d  i n  DUIL c a s e s .  
The mandatory p e n a l t i e s  f o r  a  DUIL c o n v i c t i o n  a r e  
t o o  s e v e r e  ( l i c e n s e  su spens ion  and f i n a n c i a l  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n s u r a n c e ) .  
Should be more s e v e r e  p e n a l t i e s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  
m u l t i p l e  o f f e n d e r s ) ;  person  w i th  a  d r i n k i n g  problem 
shou ld  no t  be al lowed t o  d r i v e  u n t i l  can demons t ra te  
h i s  problem is  s o l v e d ;  s t r i c t  enforcement  of 
l i c e n s e  r e v o c a t i o n s  is e s s e n t i a l .  
The l e g a l  system shou ld  r ecogn ize  t h e  i l l n e s s  a s  
w e l l  a s  t h e  c r i m i n a l  a s p e c t  of DUIL c a s e s ;  shou ld  
emphasize t r e a t m e n t  and c o u n s e l i n g .  
The l e g a l  sys tem is  a r b i t r a r y  i n  DUIL c a s e s ,  many 
p r e - t r i a l s  a r e  meaningless .  
Other  codab l e  r e sponse :  
Use impai red  d r i v i n g  f o r  f i r s t  o f f e n d e r  whose 
t e s t  is below .20 .  
I b e l i e v e  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between "DUIL" and 
"impaired" i s  seman t i c  on ly  and shou ld  be abo- 
l i s h e d ,  c o n v i c t i o n  of over  . l o  BAC shou ld  r e -  
s u l t  i n  au toma t i c  su spens ion  of l i c e n s e .  
Repeal DUIL and expand t h e  p e n a l t i e s  f o r  
" impai red" .  
Get DWAI o f f  t h e  books.  I t ' s  n o t  s e r v i n g  t h e  
p u b l i c .  I t  on ly  s e r v e s  t h e  a t t o r n e y s .  There ' 
shou ld  be on ly  one drunk d r i v i n g  o f f e n s e  i n  
Michigan.  Make i n s t r u c t i o n  on l e s s e r  i nc luded  
o f f e n s e  of DIVAI, a t  l e a s t  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  r a t h e r  
t h a n  mandatory,  a t  t ime  of  t r i a l .  Drunk d r i v -  
i n g  law i n  Michigan is a  monumental e r r o r -  
shou ld  be  comple te ly  r e w r i t t e n .  Mistake is  i n  
t h e  drunk d r i v i n g  law i t s e l f .  
Not every  drunk d r i v e r  w i l l  b e n e f i t  from prose-  
c u t i o n ,  nor  is p r o s e c u t i o n  j u s t i f i e d  a lways .  
Within c o n t e x t  of my l i m i t e d  expe r i ence  i n  t h i s  
a r e a  of t h e  law I  b e l i e v e  t h a t  we w i l l  r e a l l y  
no t  be a b l e  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  e x i s t i n g  system 
u n t i l  t h e  e l a p s e d  t ime between cha rge  and f i n a l  
d i s p o s i t i o n  is s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduced .  
T S = t o t a l  sample ;  Fl)=frequent  d e f e n d e r s ;  ID= in f r ecpen t  d e f e n d e r s ;  
PJ=prosecutors  , judges 
8. Othe r  c o d a l ~ l e  rcsponse  : (R83 cont  ' d .  ) 
Make more j u r y  days a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t r i a l .  Be- 
P e r c e n t a g e s  
TS FD ID PJ 
$3 * 1  * 1  * 1  
c a u s e  t h e  cha rge  has  s e v e r e  p e n a l t i e s  w i t h  
r e s p e c t  t o  d r i v e r ' s  l i c e n s e  a  g r e a t  number of 
d e f e n d a n t s  r e q u e s t  a  j u r y  t r i a l .  The c i t y  of 
Y p s i l a n t i  can  t r y  a t  "most" 2-3 j u r y  t r i a l s  a  
month ( i n c l u d i n g  a l l  t y p e s  of  o f f e n s e s )  l e av -  
i n g  a  backlog  of ad journed  D U I L  j u ry  t r i a l s  i n  
t h e  hundreds .  The f a c t  t h a t  a  c a s e  may g e t  
ad jou rned  f o r  more t han  yea r  f o r c e s  some con- 
s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  r e d u c t i o n .  This  is  a  growing 
problem i n  view of t h e  i n c r e a s e  of D U l L  a r r e s t s  
i n  1971 because  of t h e  program. A r r e s t s  a r e  
i n c r e a s i n g  by about  1 /3  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  pending 
c a s e l o a d .  
Give u s  judges  who c a r e  about  t h e i r  work more 
funds  f o r  ? f e e s ,  more c o u r t  t i m e ,  b e t t e r  
p a i d  p r o s e c u t o r s ,  b e t t e r  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  t r e a t -  
ment .  Th i s  s o c i e t y  w i l l  do e v e r y t h i n g  t o  sup- 
p o r t  law enforcement  except  pay f o r  i t  and be 
w i l l i n g  t o  apply  same r u l e s  t o  themselves  a s  t o  
t h e i r  ne ighbor s .  
Some p rocedu re s  of coope ra t i on  of t h e  S .O .S .  h i s  
h e a r i n g  examiners ,  e t c .  w i t h  t h e  cou r t -w i th  t h e  
d e t e r m i n a t i o n  mainly by t h e  c o u r t  whether  he 
s h o u l d  be a l lowed t o  d r i v e  o r  no t  t o  d r i v e .  
Case of  former Y p s i l a n t i  h o s p i t a l  p a t i e n t ,  drunk 
d r i v i n g  i n  Ann Arbor speed ing ,  s h o r t  i n  head by 
police-now d r i v i n g ,  d e s p i t e  ev idence  he shou ld  
n o t ,  due t o  f a i l u r e  t o  c o o r d i n a t i n g  r e c o r d s .  
Reduce f a v o r i t i s m  shown c e r t a i n  a t t o r n e y s  and 
d e f e n d a n t s .  
L e g a l i z e  mar i j uana  do away w i t h  any d r i n k i n g  age 
l i m i t ,  e d u c a t e  k i d s .  
18 y r .  o l d s  w i l l  be a b l e  t o  l e g a l l y  d r i n k  on 1 
Janua ry  1972; a l r e a d y  Michigan beverage  d e a l e r s  
a s s o c i a t i o n  has t aken  1/2 page ads  i n  Michigan 
D a i l y .  With 1 /3  popu la t i on  of  Ann Arbor and 
good pe rcen t age  of popu la t i on  of county i n  18- 
21 b r a c k e t  some good hard  s t r o n g  l i n e s  need t o  
be  drawn and r u t h l e s s l y  en fo rced  by p o l i c e ,  
p r o s e c u t o r s  and j udges .  
I had n o t  heard  about  t h e  i d e a  of r e q u i r i n g  pro- 
blem d r i n k e r s  t o  use  s p e c i a l  l i c e n s e  p l a t e s -  
p r i o r  t o  r e a d i n g  t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  I t  sounds 
wor th  e x p l o r i n g .  
I was f a s c i n a t e d  i n  ,England t o  s e e  ' 'do it your- 
s e l f "  b r e a t h a l y z e r  packages f o r  a  sma l l  p r i c e  
i n  t h e  r e s t  rooms i n  some pubs.  I f  you 
c o u l d n ' t  p a s s ,  you d i d n ' t  t a k e  a  chance .  I  
l i k e d  t h e  i d e a .  
9 .  NA 
0 .  No; i n a p . ,  R has  accep t ed  no DD c a s e s ;  no second 
r e sponse  
* A d d i t i o n a l  Comments 
( 4 , 2 )  Also  no p l e a  b a r g a i n i n g ,  and no l i c e n s e  r e s t o -  
r a t i o n  f o r  any r ea son  w i t h i n  su spens ion  p e r i o d .  
These changes shou ld  ( a )  make punishment f a i r  
f a i r e r  (b)  remove most l e g a l  t e c h n i c a l i t i e s  
(c) i n  t h e  long r u n ,  reduce  c o u r t  l o a d .  
(4)  What 's  t r u e  f o r  "pot"  shou ld  be t r u e  f o r  "booze" 
and v i c e  v e r s a .  
( 6 , 4 )  DUIL is  always used a s  a  c h a r g e - i t  s h o u l d n ' t  
be - the  a r r e s t i n g  o f f i c e r  shou ld  use  l e a s t  
p o s s i b l e  o f f e n s e .  
( 4 , 7 )  I do t h i n k  i t ' s  impor tan t  t o  adequa t e ly  d e f i n e  
and d e a l  w i t h  t h e  "problem d r i n k e r "  and a t  t h e  
same t ime  p rov ide  more i n fo rma t ion  t o  o t h e r s  
who d r i n k .  
T S = t o l a l  samplc ;  FD=frequent d e f e n d e r s ;  ID- inf requent  d e f e n d e r s ;  
P J = p r o s e c u t o r s  , judges  -36- 
*Add i t i ona l  Comments (cont  ' d )  . 
(5,6) Also a  way must be found t o  keep prpblem d r i n k e r s  
o f f  t h e  road ;  revoking t h e  l i c e n s e  won' t  always 
do  i t ;  s i n c e  they  w i l l  d r i v e  anyway. Ncw cam- 
pa ign  of s e v e r i t y  coupled w i t h  t r e a tmen t  should 
know-what's happening.  Law enforcement o f f i c i a l s .  ... must know they  have backing of c o u r t s  and 
p r o s e c u t o r s ;  they must be encouraged i n  t h e i r  
e f f o r t s  ( de fense  a t t o r n e y s  w i l l  do t h e i r  b e s t  t o  
p r o t e c t - t h e  r i g h t s  of t h e  accused ) .  
(4) Use of Antabuse and t h r e a t  of l o s s  of l i c e n s e  can be 
ex t remely  e f f e c t i v e  t o o l  i n  t he  c o u r t .  
(8) Rather  t h a n  t a k i n g  away l i c e n s e s - p o s s i b l y  some of 
t h e s e  new "code number" dev i ce s  should be r e q u i r e d  
on t h e i r  c a r s ,  s o  they  c a n ' t  s t a r t  c a r  whi le  
d r i n k i n g .  
(0) The b a s i c  concept  of law is  t h a t  d r i v i n g  is  a  p r i -  
v i l e g e ,  no t  a  r i g h t ,  and d e p r i v a t i o n  of t h e  d r i v i n g  
p r i v i l e g e  need not  be t r e a t e d  a s  a  c r i m i n a l  
s a n c t i o n .  The impl ied  consent  law is based on 
t h i s  concep t .  Frankly I  s e e  no reason  why a  pro- 
blem d r i n k e r  shou ld  have t h e  p r i v i l e g e  of d r i v i n g ,  
nor why d e p r i v a t i o n  of t h e  p r i v i l e g e  should  be 
t i e d  t o  c r i m i n a l  c o n v i c t i o n s ,  o r  l a b e l e d  a s  a  
p u n i t i v e  measure,  when i n  l e g a l  theory  a s  we l l  a s  
i n  p r a c t i c e  t h e  end t o  be achieved is prevent ion  
of i n t o x i c a t i o n  r e l a t e d  a c c i d e n t s .  
Thus i n  r e sponse  t o  Q7A my comment i s  problem 
d r i n k e r s  s h o u l d n ' t  d r i v e .  A l i c e n s e  (pe rmi t )  t o  
d r i v e  is i s s u e d  on t h e  b a s i s  of proven f i t e n e s s  t o  
d r i v e ,  w i t h  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  doing t h e  proving .  A 
known problem d r i n k e r  is  a  proven menance and u n t i l  
he can  o b j e c t i v e l y  demons t ra te  t h a t  he no longer  
has  t h e  problem he is a s  p o t e n t i a l l y  dangerous a s  
a  person  who c a n ' t  s e e ,  o r  knows noth ing  about 
t r a f f i c  l aws .  
I t end  t o  d i s a g r e e  w i th  t h e  s t a t emen t  i n  QA-20 
because  I  d i s a g r e e  w i th  t h e  i n i t i a l  premise t h a t  
t h e  government ' s  job  is t o  c a t c h  and punish drunk 
d r i v e r s ,  and do noth ing  e l s e .  The government 
shou ld  c a t c h  drunk d r i v e r s ,  and dep r ive  them of 
d r i v i n g  p r i v i l e g e s  a s  a  c i v i l  m a t t e r .  I f  t h i s  
d o e s n ' t  p r even t  DUIL's a s  a  p r a c t i c a l  ma t t e r  t han  
heavy c r i m i n a l  s a n c t i o n s  would appear  t o  be i n  
o r d e r .  (Even t h a t  could be avoided by c o u r t  o r d e r s  
r e g a r d i n g  non-driving w i th  contempt of c o u r t  
s a n c t i o n s .  ) 
T h i s  does no t  mean t h a t  t h e  government should  no t  
a t t emp t  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of problem d r i n k e r s .  I  
would f a v o r  a  government program of t h i s  s o r t ,  bu t  
not  f o r  f r e e .  I f  a  problem d r i n k e r  r e a l l y  wants 
t o  s o l v e  h i s  problem he should  pay a t  l e a s t  p a r t  
of t h e  c o s t  of doing s o .  
I n  s h o r t  I  b e l i e v e  c i v i l  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  . / 
remedies  o f f e r  more i n  t h e  p r even t ion  of i n t o x i -  
c a t i o n  a c c i d e n t s  than  p u n i t i v e  measures which do 
not  t a k e  t h e  d r i n k e r  o f f  t h e  road .  
